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The problem of this study was to determine to what extent the perceptions of 
parents and educators toward the effective schools correlates in high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools were similar. The problem also was to determine to 
what extent those correlates were present in the schools which were a part of this 
study. School improvement in America has not made significant gain over the past 
thirty years, and student achievement has deteriorated. Effective school advocates 
argued, however, that high expectations, strong instructional leadership, more time on 
task, a safe and supportive school environment, acquisition of basic skills, frequent 
monitoring of student progress, and high parental involvement, along with other corre¬ 
lates, were the keys to higher performance in thousands of classrooms across America. 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of parents and 
educators on the elements of school effectiveness in order to determine if their ideas 
were closely related to the information that is already a part of the literature and to see 
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if new information would materialize that might be of assistance to school improve¬ 
ment. The researcher believes that it is reasonable for schools to emulate the 
characteristics of effective schools that have already been identified by the literature. 
Using the random sampling technique, approximately 450 parents and 240 
educators from a large urban school district were selected to participate in the study. 
The O'Neal Effective School Climate Inventory were used to collect data, and a four- 
point Likert-type scoring scale was used to score the instrument. 
Each of the twenty-one null hypotheses was tested using analysis of variance 
(ANOVA). The first fourteen hypotheses used a one-way ANOVA, and the last seven 
hypotheses used a two-way ANOVA. The level of significance for rejecting the null 
hypotheses was .05. 
The findings of this study indicated that there were significant differences 
found in the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on the 
parents’ and educators' perceptions of the seven dependent variables that were a part 
of this study. The higher, more favorable perceptions were seen in the high and low 
achieving schools. On the last seven hypotheses, a two-way ANOVA was used to 
determine if there were any interactions on any of the constructs between parents and 
educators on the three types of schools that were a part of the study. The results of the 
statistical procedure indicated that there were no interactions between parents and 
educators on these hypotheses. Implications based upon the findings of the study were 
discussed, and ten main recommendations were given which might aid school 
improvement. 
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How to make schools more effective is a major concern which is constantly 
plaguing society. Although there has been a great deal of research which suggests 
many approaches to improving the conditions of schools, improvement is at its lowest 
state, and student achievement is spiraling downward. Everyone has become interested 
in the present status of our educational system because of the pivotal role of 
education. Society's interest in the educational system is not just skin deep, according 
to Scott Thomson, but it involves the interest of many people such as university 
presidents, newspaper editors, corporate executives, governors, and legislators. All 
persons in America have become quite concerned about the progress of education, and 
some drastic changes must take place (Thomson 1988). 
What has caused the sudden interest in schools? Why have so many Amer¬ 
icans from so many different walks of life taken such a great interest in schools? What 
has caused the urgency that appears to be dominating the minds of American citizens 
today? What nerve was touched, and what deep anxiety was aroused? The interest in 
schools lessened after 1950 because of a waning perception of a need for improvement 
in education. Except for the slight surge in education as a result of the Russians and 
Sputnik, America's educational system did not release any fiery sparks in the minds of 
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its citizens. Because of this lackadaisical attitude toward education, verv little research 
on schooling took place between 1950 and 1983 (Bracey 1996, 1998; Bush 1992; 
Clinton 1992; Stellar 1988). 
Due to several studies, especially the Coleman Report, which was published 
in 1966 (Coleman 1966. National Commission on Excellence in Education 1983), 
doubts were expressed concerning the effectiveness of schools in America. These 
studies alleged that schooling could not overcome the influence of the home in 
explaining the achievement variance. Educators began to lose faith in themselves, and 
public dissatisfaction with schooling began to mount. Morale and satisfaction dropped 
even more when comparative studies of public and private effects became the center of 
attention in late 1981. These trends and conditions generated multiple policy reform 
movements, including the Back-to-Basics Movement, minimum competency testing, 
competency-based teacher education, tuition tax credit, vouchers, and reduced levels 
of funding for public education. 
Beginning in 1950, there were two major developments which caused the 
national position of American schools to begin a slow process of deterioration. Those 
developments were the rapid expansion of the economy, which produced new levels of 
affluence, and the growth of the mass media in importance and influence. Many good 
jobs were available during the 1950s and 1960s and, therefore, the income gap 
between white-collar and blue-collar workers narrowed extensively. A good truck 
driver, school dropout or not, might earn more money than the high school graduate 
clerking in a store or even as much as the college graduate working as a nurse, 
teacher, or local government employee. The self-made man reemerged because the 
thriving economy allowed carpenters to become building contractors and mechanics to 
own auto shops. Although there was a lessening of interest in public education during 
the period from 1950 to 1983, there were still studies being done which showed that 
schools could make a vast difference in student achievement (Edmonds 1979, 
McCormack-Larkin and Kritek 1982). Educational proponents were frequently making 
widespread efforts to reform public schooling. Many studies revealed that there were 
some schools that were more productive, successful, and effective than others. The 
success of these schools, according to the research, depended upon many variables that 
could easily be identified if they were present within the educational environment 
(Brookover and Lezotte 1979, Edmonds 1979). Some of those variables, which 
applied to most of the successful schools, were strong instructional leadership, time on 
task, high expectations for all students, acquisition of basic skills, and careful and 
frequent evaluation of pupil progress (Edmonds 1979). These variables became known 
as the effective schools correlates and have been viewed over the past decades as the 
impetus for improving schools. 
Purpose 
The quality of education that is presently provided for children has caused a 
great deal of concern, resulting in a general consensus that public education is not 
preparing students to be productive in the new millennium. Regardless of the amount 
of money that is spent on special programs or on educational reforms, student 
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achievement has not improved. There are too many students leaving school at the end 
of their twelfth-grade year unable to read and comprehend simple passages or to 
perform basic math skills (Clinton 1992, Hanushek 1994). 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of educators and 
parents on the elements of school effectiveness in order to determine if their ideas are 
closely related to the body of knowledge that is already a pan of the literature and to 
see if new information will materialize that might be of assistance to school improve¬ 
ment. The researcher believed that it is reasonable for schools to emulate the charac¬ 
teristics of effective schools that have already been identified by the literature. For 
two decades, average high school students have had such mediocre scores on the 
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) that their performance has made front-page news. 
These basic facts make depressing reading. According to Hanushek (1994, 39-40): 
Student performance, as measured by a wide variety of standardized tests, fell 
across the board during the 1970s. 
During the 1980s some measures of student performance began to improve 
(from the depressed levels of the 1970s), but others showed only maintenance 
of a dismal status quo. 
The average minority student consistently performs less well than the typical 
white student, even though a modest narrowing of the gap has occurred 
during the past decade and a half. 
Students from the United States perform worse than those from many other 
countries. Although some variation occurs across tests, there is little 
evidence of significantly narrowing international performance. 
These students are not permitted to pursue college degrees due to low scores, 
and they are unable to obtain jobs that mirror the "American Dream" that is constantly 
discussed by government officials. The above incidents happen too frequently, and 
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they usually apply to minority and low-income students. This behavior has to cease, 
and major changes will have to take place in order tor all children to have a chance at 
a worthwhile and productive life. Education must serve the masses, and school 
officials and instructors must find ways to ensure that all students are successful in 
school. 
There has been, for the past ten to fifteen years, a great deal of research 
which indicates that the dream to educate all children effectively could become a 
reality if educators followed the effective schools movement. Many schools did use 
the "road map" that this research produced, but very few changes have taken place. 
Since the problem of quality education for all students still presents an important issue 
to society, views from other role players in the reform effort must be considered in 
order to seek a solution to the ills that continue to plague our educational system. 
Background 
Over a period of almost twenty years, school effectiveness research and the 
inferences that were drawn from it have had a dynamic effect on American education. 
A large volume of research exists which helps to identify the characteristics of 
effective schools and gives us feedback on the implementation of this effort in schools 
that have been acclaimed as effective. 
One reason for the growing interest in the effectiveness of schools was the 
sudden thrust of schools into the public arena in the 1960s as important agents of 
social change. There was a strong movement afloat to examine, reform, and 
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restructure the society in which we live. Just as we, as humans, might perceive our¬ 
selves as being ill or our bodies as malfunctioning and seek diagnosis and therapy, so, 
too, we now sought to diagnose the malfunctioning of the society in which we lived 
and searched for ways to change and restructure it. One of the main ways it was felt 
that the change and restructuring of our society could take place was through major 
improvements within our schools. Thus, the birth of the effective school movement 
occurred. 
Another reason for the growing interest in the effectiveness of school systems 
can be found in studies on the economics of education. Education has become a very 
expensive commodity. In most foreign countries the average amount that is spent on 
education has increased greatly since World War II, averaging between 3 and 5 
percent. In the United States, since World War II, the amount that is spent on 
education has increased to over 8 percent. Given the expenditures of such large 
amounts of money, the demand for cost benefit analysis does not seem surprising; 
some evaluation of the effectiveness of programs and practices in relation to outcome, 
usually measured in terms of student achievement, became an important aspect of 
federal guidelines calling for educational expenditures. Human capital economists have 
argued over the years that education increases a person's productivity and, therefore, 
one’s income will be greater, which will eventually help the economy of the country. 
President Clinton stated in his plan for excellence in education, which was given in 
1992: 
We know two things about education in our country today: (1) It's more 
important to our economic well being than ever before, and (2) we still don't 
have the educational quality or opportunities that our people need. The key to 
our economic strength in America today is growth in productivity—more 
products and services from each one of us. 
Although there is agreement as to the relationship between productivity and 
education, we can readily see from the problems that are occurring in schools and in 
society that "there is a tension between the growing cost and the presumed benefits 
associated with greater amounts of education. This tension has, in large measures, 
been reelected in recent demands for educational accountability" (Clinton 1992). 
A third reason for the growing interest in the effectiveness of schools was the 
eagerness to correct the problems of unequal educational opportunities, especially as 
they related to minority group children. It was in this vein that the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 made provision for the Commissioner of Education to conduct a nationwide 
survey of the equality of educational opportunities that were available to American 
school children. James Coleman was selected to head the team of researchers who 
would conduct this study. Coleman believed that his efforts would identify large 
disparities in the equality of the schools that were attended by blacks and whites 
(Coleman 1966). According to Gilbert Austin (1979), this was one of the very few 
examples in our country's history when Congress had made a specific request for 
social research that might provide a basis for policy. The study took place in 1966, 
and the following conclusions were made: 
1. Family background is important for achievement. 
2. The relationship of family background to achievement does not diminish 
over years of schooling. 
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3. Variations in school facilities, curriculum, and staff have little effect on 
achievement independent of family background. 
4. School factors that have the greatest influence (independent of family 
background) are the teacher's characteristics, not the facilities and curriculum. 
5. Attitudes, such as sense of control of the environment or a belief in the 
responsiveness of the environment, were found to be highly related to achievement. 
Gilbert Austin (1979, 12) further stated: 
Coleman is not saying schools don't make a difference. His report 
indicates that if you compare children who have had no schooling with those 
who have had schooling, schooling has a great and important effect at all 
socioeconomic levels. His writing indicates that when you look for 
differences in the effect of schooling between schools, it is difficult to 
identify school-related variables that account for the observed difference. This 
is different from saying schooling has no effect. 
The findings of the Coleman Report were also supported by the results of 
many early evaluations of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. As a result of 
Coleman's (1966) beliefs and of possibly Congress' own knowledge of the inequality 
of educational opportunities for black children and white children, Congress immedi¬ 
ately instituted programs that would improve the quality of the education that minor¬ 
ities were receiving. This action came in the form of new programs called Project 
Head Start and the Elementary and Secondary School Education Act (ESEA). Each 
program was designed to actively intervene in the instructional process at the 
community level in the hope of remediating individual pupils’ learning difficulties. 
Therefore, the federal government by the late 1960s had involved itself in education to 
an unprecedented degree. The involvement, which was both political and financial, 
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resulted in a scrutiny of the working of schools on a scale and with intensity which 
was also unprecedented. 
There were other indications, during this time, of school districts that were 
trying to design and implement programs to make their schools more effective. One 
project of this nature took place in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and was known as Project 
RISE (Rising to Individual Scholastic Excellence). This project involved schools that 
served predominantly low-income and minority students and was based on the follow¬ 
ing three assumptions: 
1. All students, regardless of their family background, race, or socio¬ 
economic status, can learn the basic skills. 
2. Inappropriate school expectations, norms, practices, and policies account 
for the underachievement of a preponderance of low-income and minority students. 
3. The literature on effective schools and classrooms has identified 
expectations, norms, practices, and policies that are associated with high achievement, 
and it is reasonable for schools to emulate these characteristics. 
Maureen McCormack-Larkin and William J. Kritek (1982, 21), in an article 
entitled "Milwaukee's Project RISE," made the following observations concerning this 
project: 
Project RISE is significant because it is a systematic effort to improve the 
academic achievement of poor children. It has gone beyond the findings of 
the effective schools studies and has made an attempt to create such schools. 
We think it has achieved some success and has the potential for even better 
results. Finally, there is no reason that RISE-like programs cannot be started 
and be successful in other urban school districts. 
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Recent studies which occurred during the late 1980s and early 1990s indicated 
that there were other factors which might have had a major impact on school effec¬ 
tiveness and could account for a great deal of influence on student achievement. One 
of those factors was that of small-scale schooling. Small-scale schooling referred to 
education that took place in small schools and small school districts. A study that was 
done in 1988 by Friedkin and Necochea predicted that school size and district size 
would interact to explain the relationship of organizational scale and student achieve¬ 
ment. They hypothesized that in low-socioeconomic status (SES) schools and districts, 
large size schools would have a negative effect on achievement; and in high-SES 
schools and districts, large size schools would have a positive effect on student 
achievement. Their research confirmed this prediction. This research also discovered 
that large size schools would have only a small positive effect on students in high-SES 
schools and districts, whereas large size schools will have a strong negative impact on 
low-SES schools and districts (Friedkin and Necochea 1988). Therefore, this research 
confirmed that large size schools are not conducive to student achievement, but these 
are the major types of schools that are prevalent in America today. 
Small schools played a major role in the education of Americans for a great 
deal of the twentieth century, and many, of the practices and characteristics of effective 
schools can be seen in the administration of schools which took place during that time. 
Bruce Barker (1986) stated, in an article entitled "The Advantages of Small Schools," 
that small schools, well into the century, dominated America's public education 
system. In an age before calculators, microcomputers, television, and rapid transit, 
hundreds of thousands of children learned their arithmetic, civics, geography, and 
other lessons in the small, often one-room school of the past. During this period, 
children learned independently and progressed at their own rate. Older pupils helped 
the younger ones, and the teacher was able to take time to individualize lessons and 
provide personal contact with each student on a daily basis (Barker 1986). Barker 
went on to state that younger pupils became fully aware of what was expected of them 
in the next grade because they could see and hear older children working on advanced 
lessons. In small size schools, bureaucratic layering is at a minimum, allowing rela¬ 
tively easy access among students, teachers, and administrators. Individual problems 
of both students and faculty can be addressed more readily by administrators, and 
school administrators are more likely to spend time out of their office to be with 
students and teachers on a regular basis and routinely visit classrooms and observe 
instruction. 
Systemic reform has been noted as another means of achieving effective 
schools within our nation. After more than a decade of very marginally effective 
reform efforts occurring within our schools, many stakeholders are realizing that 
demanding more from our schools is not enough~the system itself (at local, district, 
and state levels) must be fundamentally changed (Thompson 1994). 
The preceding information gave a synopsis of why there was sudden interest 
in the improvement of schools within our country. This interest has lasted for 
approximately twenty years, and many changes have taken place in schools during the 
period between the mid-1960s and today. Many schools, however, still have not 
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achieved the status of "effective," and others have lost the status that they once 
earned. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem of this study was to determine to what extent the perceptions of 
parents and educators toward the effective school correlates in high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools were similar and to what extent those correlates were 
present in the schools which were a part of this study. The researcher also made an 
effort to determine if the perceptions of parents and educators were closely related to 
the information that is presently a part of the literature and to see if new information 
would materialize that could be of assistance to school improvement. 
School improvement in America has not made significant gains over the past 
thirty years, and student achievement has deteriorated tremendously. The most recent 
wake-up call for Americans complacent about education can be seen in the recent 
release of the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) test scores 
and other data for high school seniors. 
United States high school seniors, even the most academically advanced, 
landed at or near the bottom among the 21 countries that participated in this 
latest phase of the study, worse than the middling-to-low position of U.S. 
students in the earlier TIMSS reports on fourth and eighth graders. William 
Schmidt, an educational psychology professor at Michigan State University 
and the U. S. coordinator for TIMSS, stated that "Americans should be very 
worried, but it is equally important that they understand what TIMSS has 
learned about effective math and science education around the world. " The 
most important factor, according to Schmidt, is not funding, or hours spent 
studying, or discipline. The single thing that would drive the improvement of 
everything else is a focused and challenging curriculum (Atlanta Journal- 
Constitution 8 March 1998, 3A-4A). 
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Effective school advocates argued quite persuasively that high expectations, 
strong instructional leadership, more time on task, a safe and supportive school 
environment, acquisition of basic skills, and high parental involvement, along with 
other correlates, were the keys to higher performance in the thousands of classrooms 
across this great country of America (Edmonds 1979, 1982; Lezotte and Brookover 
1982). Although many schools have these elements present within their structures, 
students have not made the necessary academic achievement that would prepare them 
for success within the twenty-first century. Students are not even close to mastering 
the goals that were set down in the National Education Goals for the year 2000. Why 
has this occurred? Why are American students not able to make the same type of 
achievement as their counterparts in foreign countries? What piece of the puzzle is 
missing, and what changes should be made in America's educational system so that 
American children will be able to survive in this global world of the future? 
Since parents are among the major clients within schools and are the ones 
who must ensure that students attend school on a regular basis, it seems only 
appropriate that one should study their perceptions of what causes school effective¬ 
ness. One should see if the perceptions of parents are closely related to those of 
educators in order to understand the problems that are existing and to make necessary 
adjustments within educational programs. This does not mean that all educational 
programs will be redesigned to solely meet the desires of parents or students, but it 
does mean that some programs might possibly have to be changed in order for 
students and parents to understand their value. It might also possibly mean that 
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educators might have to change the way that they do many things in order to help 
children meet the demands of the future. 
Significance of the Study 
The results of this research could contribute greatly to the knowledge base of 
educational leadership and to the daily implementation of a school's curriculum and 
instruction. This research could help to make teachers, principals, and other adminis¬ 
trators aware of the roles that they should play toward ensuring that their schools run 
efficiently and effectively. It could also afford principals and other educational leaders 
an opportunity to scrutinize the schools within their states that have met the high 
standards and qualifications of effectiveness and make them more aware of what vari¬ 
ables could be used to continue the improvement of their schools. The findings of this 
study would also provide data that could be used throughout the United States and 
other countries toward providing insight into the ways that schools should be set up 
and maintained. The findings of this study will hopefully give some credence to the 
many reports that have surfaced and are surfacing which state that the principal is the 
key ingredient to the direction in which a school moves. 
The review of the literature revealed that parents have not previously been 
asked to give their views on the elements of effective schools, and the results of this 
piece of information might possibly have a major impact on the successful achieve¬ 
ment of students in America and on the improvement of schools. This research is also 
significant because it has not taken place in the large urban school district that is a 
part of this study. 
Research Questions 
The first five research questions of this study are based upon the original 
elements of effective schools that Ron Edmonds used in his research during the middle 
and late 1970s and are the ones that are usually referred to when one speaks of "the 
elements of effective schools." The sixth question is one that the researcher added in 
order to gather data on the effects that it might have on school improvement, since 
many educators believe that school effectiveness cannot occur unless this component 
of excellence is in place. The following research questions were answered by this 
study: 
1. Is there a difference between parents' and educators' perceptions of a safe, 
orderly school and class environment in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools? 
2. Is there a difference between parents' and educators' perceptions of the 
setting of high expectations for students and schools in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools? 
3. Is there a difference between parents' and educators' perceptions of the 
principal’s strong instructional leadership in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools? 
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4. Is there a difference between parents’ and educators' perceptions of the 
teaching of basic skills in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools? 
5. Is there a difference between parents' and educators' perceptions of the 
frequent evaluation and on-going monitoring of pupil progress in high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools? 
6. Is there a difference between parents' and educators’ perceptions of the 
need for active parental involvement in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools? 
7. Is there a difference between parents' and educators' perceptions of 
effective schools in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools? 
Summary 
Many authorities have given their perceptions as to why schools are not 
succeeding and what needs to be done to ensure that all children are prepared for the 
twenty-first century. Although there has been a great deal of research which has 
suggested many approaches which can be taken to improve the state of American 
schools, nothing seems to be working. During the 1960s there was a strong movement 
to examine and reform the society in which we live. One of the main ways that it was 
felt that the change and restructuring could take place was through major improve¬ 
ments within our schools. This premise led to the birth of the effective schools 
research. Project RISE, the Effective Schools Movement, the Coleman Report, Goals 
2000, Clinton's Education Proposal, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and other research 
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were discussed as efforts that were funded to assist in improving academic achieve¬ 
ment within our nation's schools. 
Research showed that there was a great decline in America's interest in 
schools during the 1950s because most Americans did not see an essential need to 
improve education. Many good jobs were available, and the income gap between 
white-collar and blue-collar workers narrowed extensively and soon became non¬ 
existent. There was a reemergence of the self-made man, because the healthy economy 
made it possible for carpenters to become building contractors and mechanics to own 
auto shops. 
Although the interest in public education was lessening from 1950 to 1983. 
there was still a widespread effort to reform public schools. Many studies revealed 
that there were some schools that were more productive, successful, and effective than 
others were (Edmonds 1979, 1982; McCormack-Larkin and Kritek 1982; Weber 
1971). Those schools were successful due to some variables that could be easily 
identified. Some of those variables were a safe and supportive school environment, 
strong instructional leadership, high expectations, acquisition of basic skills, and 
careful and frequent evaluation of pupil progress. These variables became known as 
the effective school correlates and have been viewed as the driving force behind the 
Effective Schools Movement. 
Although the presence of the effective schools movement was felt in many 
schools throughout the country, schools in the United States ranked near the bottom 
among economically developed countries on international assessments of students' 
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knowledge of mathematics and science (Bracev 1998). Since the problem of quality 
education for all children still presents an important issue today, it becomes necessary 
to seek views from other role players in the reform effort in order to seek a solution 
to the problems that continue to plague America’s educational system. One group of 
role players whose views have very rarely been considered when decisions are made 
as to what it takes to improve schools is the parents. Although research shows that 
parental involvement is most necessary if schools are to be successful and a great deal 
of parental involvement can be seen in some schools, this involvement is still not to 
the extent where parents are helping to make major decisions as to what should be 
included in the educational programs of schools. This research examined the percep¬ 
tions of parents on school effectiveness in order to determine if their ideas were 
closely related to the body of knowledge that was already a pan of the literature and 
to see if new information would materialize that might possibly be of assistance to 
school improvement. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
American educators, on a daily basis, face an insurmountable number of 
opinions about the plight of public schools today. At any given time, one can read in 
the newspaper, listen to reports on television, or attend community meetings where the 
public rages about the inferior institutions that are responsible for the social, 
economic, and political problems of society today. IBM’s CEO, Louis Gerstner, Jr., 
stated at a summit with the nation's business leaders and governors that "if we don't 
shape up our schools, we will soon be a Third World economy" (Bracey 1996). He 
was further quoted at the conference in 1996 by Governor George Allen as having 
made the following statement: "We can teach them work skills. What is killing us is 
teaching them how to read" (Bracey 1996). 
On the other hand, one can also read and hear words of support coming from 
the public where they are certain that the actions of the public schools are the only 
means of ensuring that the ills of society are alleviated. Public education can, 
therefore, be looked upon as being both a problem and as a solution to the problem. 
One of the main goals of educators, however, is to ensure that public schools are 
looked at as a solution to problems, and this must be done by improving the 
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educational system so that all children will have the opportunity to become responsible 
and productive members of society. School improvement must be the most important 
aim of stakeholders, and all possible efforts must be exerted toward this end if proper 
results are to be evident. The goal of this study, then was to assist in finding ways to 
help schools become more effective in order for students to be prepared to meet the 
new demands that they will face during the twenty-first century. 
The main purpose of this chapter is to review carefully the related literature on 
the perceptions of educators and parents concerning the elements of effective schools 
or the components of excellence that should be present within a school for it to be 
considered an effective institution. The perceptions of parents concerning components 
of excellence will be very limited because parents, in the past, have not been polled as 
to their views on how things should be done in schools, The views that are usually 
considered are those of the educators. This research study, however, includes the 
beliefs that are expressed by parents. The review of the literature is organized under 
the following subtopics: (1) Definitions and Characteristics of Effective Schools, 
(2) Evolution of Effective Schools and Reports of Early Studies on School Effective¬ 
ness, (3) Set High Expectations, (4) Promote an Orderly and Safe School Environ¬ 
ment, (5) Exemplify Strong Instructional Leadership, (6) Place Strong Emphasis on 
Teaching the Basic Skills, (7) Promote Frequent and On-Going Monitoring of Pupil 
Progress, (8) Promote Active Parental Involvement, (9) Perceptions of Teachers and 
Principals About Effective Schools, and (10) Summary. 
Definitions and Characteristics 
of Effective Schools 
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Teachers and principals have become increasingly convinced that the 
characteristics of schools are important determinants of academic achievement. This 
statement was true in the early 1980s, when the second phase of the effective school 
movement began, and it is equally true today (Edmonds 1982). Schools that are con¬ 
sidered effective usually have similar characteristics. However, it has been discovered 
that there are some instances where factors that contribute to achievement in some 
schools are not the factors that relate to success in other schools. It is also worthwhile 
to note that some research shows that it is necessary for all characteristics to be pres¬ 
ent in each school if effectiveness is to be attained (Edmonds 1982). These schools 
have staffs who stress the importance of educational goals; they also have a well- 
defined mission, and they clearly communicate the expectation that all students can 
and will reach the goals that have been designed by the schools' faculties and staffs. 
Persons who are employed in effective schools portray a sense of ownership for the 
practices that occur within their schools, whether they are negative episodes or posi¬ 
tive ones. If negative occurrences tend to seep into the schools' behavior patterns, the 
employees immediately are aware of these happenings, and they actively band together 
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to find ways to eliminate the problems which threaten the schools' environment 
(Edmonds 1979). 
Effective schools are schools that provide an environment which engages 
students, have high expectations of students, challenge them with an integrated 
curriculum, offer meaningful relationships with adults, and maintain an environment 
where students feel safe (Stellar 1989). Research has shown that students who are 
frequently involved in school activities and who strive to help eliminate serious 
problems from the schools' environment make certain that their schools are exemplary 
ones (U.S. Department of Education 1988). This study, known as the National Educa¬ 
tional Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS 88), collected data from 25,000 American 
eighth graders, their parents, their teachers, and their principals in the spring of 1988. 
Data showed that America is far from having effective schools for young adolescents 
due to the disparity that exists between the schools that we actually have and the ones 
that we desire to have for our children (U.S. Department of Education 1988). 
Schools that are characterized as "good," "effective," or "exemplary" ones 
have major strengths, and they share common features. Research for Better Schools 
(RBS), a regional laboratory in Philadelphia, pulled together the commonalties 
between 200 public elementary schools which were selected in 1986 as effective 
schools. According to a report by Anne Lewis (1986), one common feature was a 
strong community collaboration involving businesses, senior citizens, neighbors, and 
civic organizations. Community members also participated in instruction and decision 
making. The main goal of these schools was to provide students with maximum 
educational oppor-tunities. Schools do this, said the RBS study, by creating warm 
environments in which kids feel welcome and by offering assistance that goes beyond 
what they are con-tracted to give (Lewis 1986). 
Lewis (1986) further gave the following characteristics as the major ones 
which lead to a positive school environment and which earn schools the title of 
"effective schools." These characteristics are also listed by the United States 
Department of Education as ones that lead to being identified as effective schools: 
The curriculum teaches important content and skills. There is emphasis 
on hands-on experiences, but the schools’ main missions are: to develop 
competence in reading, writing, and computing; to develop reasoning and 
analytic skills to provide a foundation in the core disciplines of language, 
math, science, and social studies; and to expose students to their cultural 
heritage. 
The principal provides the vision and energy to create success. 
Principals are devoted to their schools, their staff members, and their 
students. 
Teachers share and influence the goals and values of their schools. 
They adhere to high standards of professionalism and accepts 
responsibilities for meeting the needs of students. 
Standards and expectations of students are high. Behavioral standards 
for students are consistent and applied fairly. 
The school provides teachers with adequate resources including 
adequate time for instruction, organizational structures that are flexible, 
and encourage collegiality, supplemental materials, opportunities for 
professional growth, human support for teachers, moral support for 
innovations, and sufficient physical space. 
The schools accept no excuses. They creatively plan and implement 
programs and policies that reduce or eliminate obstacles to educational 
success. The process operates continually. 
The excellent schools have specific educational goals. Management 
and instructional policies focus on attaining these goals, and student 
assessments are integrated with these goals (Lewis 1988, 187-188). 
According to the ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management (1984), the 
most consistent finding in school effectiveness research is the importance of the 
principal’s strong leadership role. The principal sets the tone for the school and 
reinforces the positive school climate. ERIC further stated that there are effective 
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methods for improvement in the use of organizational development techniques 
specifically designed to alter the norms of an organization. Behavior modification 
techniques can also be used to alter a school's norms. 
On the other hand. Carl Glickman (1987) stated that "There is a major 
difference between 'good schools’ and 'effective schools.' It may be a fact that the 
public does not want effective schools because of the tendency to negate the impor¬ 
tance of dealing with the whole child." Glickman firmly believed that educators who 
care about the fate of all children must define goodness before they worry about 
effectiveness. He strongly believed that the "effectiveness" movement was unneces¬ 
sarily restricting the curriculum, narrowing the teaching approach to direct instruction, 
and controlling teachers by judging them "on task" only when they teach to specific 
objectives. Many administrators tended to evaluate teachers on how they stick to a 
tightly outlined sequence of instruction, geared to a specific objective (Glickman 
1987). 
According to Glickman (1987), a panel of speakers was convened at a state 
education convention and given the task of answering the question: What is an 
effective school? The prepared responses from the panelists included repeated refer¬ 
ences to test scores, student attendance, and dropout rates. However, when panelists 
were asked to give their personal responses, they readily changed their answers and 
gave the following unrehearsed answers. They mentioned the smiles on children’s 
faces, the care and concern that teachers showed in talking with students, the 
excitement with which students engaged in activities, and the openness with which 
students questioned one another. Their responses included affective indicators more so 
than numerical data. Glickman’s research showed that although many schools might be 
determined to be effective, and a reflection of hard work and commitment can be seen 
on the part of the school’s personnel, these schools did not meet the five needs of the 
students who attended them. Effective schools tended to be too mechanical, too 
uniform, and too teacher-directed; the teaching lacked spontaneity; everyone did the 
same thing at the same time; and learning by discovery was missing. The conclusion 
was that an effective school is not necessarily a good school (Glickman 1987). 
Cuban (1983) and Rowan, Bossert, and Dwyer (1983) stated that researchers 
tended to define school effectiveness as instructional effectiveness, using standardized 
achievement tests to measure the construct. Beare, Caldwell, and Millikan (1991) also 
agreed that one of the problems posed by programs for school effectiveness, which are 
a part of the "effectiveness" approach, was that school effectiveness was judged on a 
narrowly instrumental approach to measure student learning-in short, on tests of the 
ability to read, write, and calculate. There is much more to good schooling than the 
above-stated criteria. A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform 
(National Commission on Excellence in Education 1983) used as its indicators of risk 
the results from standardized tests over twenty-five years. Scholastic Aptitude Test 
(SAT) scores, science achievement tests, armed services recruitment examinations, and 
literary test results. 
Evidence showed that school personnel and their constituencies assessed school 
effectiveness in a variety of domains, including the attainment of administrative, 
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social, and emotional objectives (Rowan, Bossert. and Dwyer 1983). Bonnell 
Goycochea (1997) argued that using an absolute standard to assess effectiveness tended 
to preclude schools serving predominantly low socioeconomic status students from 
being classified as effective. Goycochea stated that so long as schools are judged 
solely on the basis of single-shot outcome measures, any resulting decisions or actions 
are bound to be inequitable. 
On the other hand, various methods used to control student background did 
permit schools with low absolute scores to be labeled as effective. This can be seen in 
the example of National City Middle School, which is located in southern California 
and was classified as the lowest achieving middle school in its district. Despite an 
exemplary teaching staff and talented leadership, the school consistently ranked at or 
near the bottom academically (Goycochea 1997). The school staff decided to use a 
different approach to determine whether or not progress was being made. They used 
the value-added approach which was designed by William Webster and R. L. Mendro 
to help them determine the change and improvement in the school's program. This 
approach indicated students' academic growth over a given period of time. 
The middle school staff members used the value-added approach and 
conventional statistical procedures for analyzing matched student data, 
rigorously comparing their students! writing scores to those of students at 
the flagship school. As usual, the flagship's gain was the highest in the 
district, but National City Middle School trailed only slightly behind, with 
a lower gain that was statistically insignificant. From 1992-93 to 1996-97, 
the percentage rose from 16 percent to 30.8 percent. National City was as 
effective as the school considered the best in the district in raising its 
students’ writing scores. This gain also translated to other subject areas. 
The effects of reporting National City's value-added results were over¬ 
whelmingly positive. After years of being at the bottom, students and 
staff finally were recognized for the excellent job they did, and that 
re-energized the school. When students and teachers saw that their efforts 
were paying off, it heightened their expectations, providing the fuel they 
needed on their uphill climb (Goycochea 1997, 31). 
According to Mary Anne Raywid (1997), the longer and harder we work at 
school reform, the clearer two lessons become. 
First, there is no magic bullet—no single practice that by itself has the 
power to transform a failing student or school into a successful one. The 
second lesson is that there is no fail safe solution—and no sequences or 
strategies that are guaranteed to work. The problem isn't limitations in our 
knowledge. It’s in the nature of the case that there is nothing—no single 
thing, practice, or arrangement-that works under any and all 
circumstances (Raywid 1997, 34). 
Raywid (1997) went on to give two reasons why the above statements are true: 
The first is that successful education is context specific: what works 
under one set of circumstances fails under another. What succeeds with 
one child or in one community won’t necessarily do so in another. 
The second reason is that successful schooling has so many 
components: 
it requires not just one practice or arrangement but many in order to make 
a school succeed. Thus, to try to improve schools by introducing a single 
practice may leave multiple self-defeating practices in operation—no matter 
how great the potential of the new idea. 
Good news, however, is the accumulating, now substantial evidence 
tells us that small schools offer a setting that can accommodate and build 
in much of what educational research is recommending. They provide a 
promising reply to many of the questions that plague, such as, How can 
we 
get effective change? and How can we make schools work for at-risk 
students? (Raywid 1997, 34-35). 
John Zubizarreta (1996) strongly believed that teaching portfolios were a major 
means of improving schools and instruction received by students. He made the follow¬ 
ing statement: "Teaching portfolios are becoming perhaps the most effective tool in 
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improving the instruction of both new and seasoned teachers and in providing a 
supportive, convincing method of evaluation." 
If institutions take teaching seriously and work to define specific 
criteria that constitute excellence in teaching, then the portfolio can help 
young teachers in particular to know the culture of the institution, to 
recognize clearly its criteria for teaching performance, and to create a 
document that is compatible with the school's mission and standards. In 
taking a concentrated three or four days to write a creditable portfolio, a 
new teacher feels more competent to think about teaching—an obvious but 
vital component of improvement for beginners. The beginning teacher 
becomes more intentional in generating actual products of good teaching, 
which makes students the real benefactors of the work that goes into a 
portfolio. . . . 
The portfolio stands to change not only the way teaching is defined and 
assessed but also the degree to which it is valued in the academy. For 
beginning teachers committed to instructional improvement and to honest 
assessment of their teaching effectiveness, the teaching portfolio is a 
proven, constructive instrument worth serious consideration (Zubizarreta 
1996, 123-130). 
In order to understand the actual meaning of the expression "effective 
schools," one has to have an idea of the meaning of the term "effectiveness." Accord¬ 
ing to Chester Barnard, in his classic work, The Function of the Executive (1938), 
"An action is effective if it accomplishes its specific objective aim." In other words, 
to be effective, an action, an individual, or an institution must bring something about, 
and must accomplish something. Most definitely, the term implies that the action is 
deliberate. You are effective if you set yourself a target and then hit it (Beare, 
Caldwell, and Millikan 1989). 
How is one to demonstrate effectiveness, achievement of a sought-after 
outcome? The American studies used as performance indicators—the 
national standardized achievement tests; Rutter used absenteeism, behavior 
in school, officially recorded delinquency, and public examination results. 
Thus in the USA, "effectiveness" meant raising the average scores in the 
school in mathematics and reading. It was quite easy to use this 
effectiveness measure in the late 1970s, when there was so much 
discussion on school achievement testing, on levels of literacy and 
numerary, and so vigorous a campaign about getting back to the basic 
(Beare, Caldwell, and Millikan 1989, 11). 
One of the major proponents of the Effective School Movement was Ronald Edmonds, 
who stated, "Educators have become increasingly convinced that the characteristics of 
schools are important determinants of academic achievement" (Edmonds 1982). 
The antithesis of the above view, however, can be seen in the 1960s and early 
1970s, when it was stated that schools do not make much difference in the lives of 
students if parental involvement is not present (Coleman 1966). The Coleman Report 
demonstrated, according to Shoemaker and Fraser (1981), that home environment 
variables were the most important in explaining the variance in achievement levels for 
all racial and regional groups, and school facilities and curriculum were the least 
important variables. After many investigations came up with the same results, 
according to Beare, Caldwell, and Millikan (1989), it was found that a student's 
progress at school and his or her success in academic study was overwhelmingly more 
dependent on home background than on what the school did for the students. 
The Coleman Report, however, which was entitled Equality of Educational 
Opportunity, presented the most controversial finding around the world of this view. 
Coleman's finding was that schools bring little influence to bear upon a child's 
achievement that is independent of his or her background and general social context 
(Coleman 1966). Coleman was not saying that schools do not make a difference, said 
Gilbert Austin (1979), but his report indicated that if you compare children who have 
had no schooling with those who have had schooling, schooling had a great and 
important effect at all socioeconomic levels. His writing indicated that when you 
looked for differences in the effect of schooling between schools, it was difficult to 
identify school-related variables that accounted for the observed difference (Austin 
1979). A follow-up study by Christopher Jencks (1972) reaffirmed the above results. 
On the other hand, present-day proponent Ron Weil (1998) firmly stated that if 
pubic schools were going to be effective, they must focus their efforts and resources 
on the reason they exist—providing the highest quality education to the greatest 
number of students. He further stated that this effort is more than a call for "back to 
the basics." A school district's resources should be allocated only to programs and 
services which are truly essential for the educational success of its students (Weil 
1998). 
If effective school improvement is to take place, there must be significant 
participation of classroom teachers, and they must be permitted to give their input to 
assist in the reform process. 
Any educational program or initiative is only as good as the organiza¬ 
tion's ability to successfully implement it. Developing school restructuring 
programs without involving the people who will ultimately be responsible 
for their implementation is, at best, short-sighted. Moreover, involving the 
teachers at the beginning sill help ensure the integrity of the original goals 
and objectives of the reform effort. By listening to teachers, reform efforts 
can focus on alternatives that have the best possible chance for success. 
Through experience, classroom teachers have acquired a deep, thorough 
understanding of the learning process. The "reality check" a classroom 
teacher provides helps school systems avoid programs so outrageous that 
they are destined to fall under the weight of their own inefficiency (Weil 
1998, 4-9). 
Evolution of Effective Schools and Repons of 
Early Studies on School Effectiveness 
Although previous investigations showed that schools do not have an impact on 
student achievement, studies which occurred in the middle to late seventies had a 
different version. These studies showed that schools do make a difference to pupil 
achievement and tried to pinpoint what characteristics were common to those schools 
which were shown to be effective (Beare Caldwell, and Millikan 1991: Shoemaker 
and Fraser 1981). This new belief was founded on a group of independent studies that 
were tested during the 1970s, and the researchers set out to test the proposition that 
schools make no difference. They explored the following questions: (1) Can schooling 
be effective for Black children and for poor children? and (2) Can schooling com¬ 
pensate for differences of family background and race? In all cases, the researchers 
paid attention to race, socioeconomic status (SES), and home background factors in 
their methodology, design, and analysis (Shoemaker and Fraser 1981). The following 
are summaries of those studies. 
The Weber study. George Weber (1971) was among the first to test the 
hypothesis that schools can make a difference in the lives of children. This study was 
conducted in 1971 and was principally concerned with how well inner-city children 
could be taught to read. Effectiveness was therefore measured by a reading achieve¬ 
ment test. The study concerned four city schools (two in New York, one in Kansas 
City, and one in Los Angeles) (Beare, Caldwell, and Millikan 1991). In those schools 
reading achievement was clearly successful for poor children on the basis of the 
national norm. All four schools had strong leadership, high expectations, and an 
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orderly, relatively quiet, and pleasant atmosphere: and all four schools strongly 
emphasized pupil acquisition of reading skills and reinforced that emphasis by careful 
and frequent evaluation of pupils’ progress (Edmonds 1979). Weber also identified 
additional reading personnel, phonics, and individualization as important to the 
instructional success of the four schools. 
The New York study. In 1974, the State of New York's Office of Education 
Performance Review published a study that confirmed Weber’s major findings. The 
case study was of two Manhattan elementary schools: one was high-achieving, and the 
other was low-achieving. Both schools were studied in an effort to identify those 
differences that seemed most responsible for the achievement variation between the 
two schools (Edmonds 1979). Factors associated with the high-achieving school 
included positive principal/teacher interaction, frequent informal classroom 
observations by the principal, a set of school-wide practices for reading instruction, 
attention to atmosphere conducive to learning, and open communication with parents 
and the rest of the community (Shoemaker and Fraser 1981). 
The Maryland study. This study was conducted by Gilbert Austin (1979) and 
used the state's accountability data to identify thirty outlier schools. Outliers are 
schools which fall outside of the average statistical band. There were eighteen high- 
achieving schools and twelve low-achieving schools. The Maryland study concluded 
that one of the main factors that accounted for the differences among schools was the 
impact of the principal. Principals in high-achieving schools were stronger leaders; 
participated more fully in instruction; had high expectations of themselves, their 
teachers, and their students: and were oriented toward cognitive more than affective 
goals (Shoemaker and Fraser 1988). 
The Michigan study. This study was led by the team of Wilbur Brookover and 
Lawrence Lezotte (1979) and involved an in-depth analysis of eight elementary 
schools; six of those schools were "improving" schools, and two were "declining" 
schools. The purpose of the study was to determine what, if any, relationship existed 
among school social structure, climate, programmatic or personnel changes, and 
consistent pattern of improvement or decline in achievement (Shoemaker and Fraser 
1981). 
In the improving schools, the principals were more likely to be 
instructional leaders, more likely to be assertive in that role, and more 
likely to be disciplinarians. In the declining school the principals appeared 
to be more permissive and to emphasize informal and collegial relation¬ 
ships with the teachers. Principals in both schools put more emphasis on 
evaluating the school's effectiveness in providing a basic education. 
In the improving schools, the students' academic ability was rated as 
average, and it was reasonable to expect that all students would graduate 
from high school. The declining school, however, rated their students 
academic ability as below average and did not believe that all students 
would graduate from high school. This difference existed regardless of the 
fact that the measured achievement of students in the two declining schools 
was higher than the measured achievement of students in four of the six 
improving schools (Shoemaker and Fraser 1981, 179). 
The London study. Michael Rutter and his team of researchers (Rutter et al. 
1979) studied the impact of twelve London secondary schools over a three-year 
period. The Rutter team gathered their data through interviews with 219 staff 
members, interviews and questionnaires spread over 2,730 pupils, and observations of 
402 actual lessons (Shoemaker and Fraser 1981). Rutter et al. showed that schools 
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only a few miles apart and that served students with similar socioeconomic back¬ 
grounds and intellectual abilities could produce radically different educational results. 
Rutter and his colleagues also contended that schools do make a difference. Children 
spend 15,000 hours in school for a dozen of their formative years, and it seemed quite 
ludicrous, according to Rutter, to say that this amount of time does not have some 
type of effect on their lives (Rutter et al. 1979). 
Rutter and his team did not study the influence of the principal in the schools, 
but they did offer the following observations: 
Obviously the influence of the head teacher is very considerable. We 
did not look in any detail at the particular styles of management and 
leadership which worked best. . . . Our informal observations indicated 
that no one style was associated with better outcomes. Indeed, it was 
noticeable that the heads of the more successful schools took widely 
differing approaches. Nevertheless, it was likely that these had essential 
elements in common, and it is important to determine what these might be 
(Rutter et al. 1979, 204). 
The Phi Delta Kappa study. This study was a collaborative effort by the Lilly 
Endowment, Phi Delta Kappa, eight public school systems, and the Indiana University 
School of Education (Phi Delta Kappa 1980). It included case studies of eight excep¬ 
tional elementary schools, aggregate data from forty research and evaluation studies, 
and judgments from eleven expens. 
Effective leadership was noted as a key to exceptional urban schooling. 
In at least on-third of the case studies, leadership style and leader attitudes 
were mentioned as contributing factors to exceptional schooling. In the 
research and evaluation studies, effective leaders accomplished more, 
framed goals and objectives, set standards of performance, created a pro¬ 
ductive working environment, and obtained needed support. 
The 11 experts provided the strongest evidence on the importance of 
school leadership. They said that leaders must initiate, motivate, and 
support school improvement throughout the school. Leaders of exceptional 
schools are enablers: they enable teachers to concentrate on teaching. They 
also obtain political, parental, and financial support (Carlson and 
Ducharme 1987, 200). 
Ron Edmonds. Ron Edmonds (1979), in his effective schools research, found 
the following to be the most tangible and indispensable characteristics of effective 
schools: (1) They have strong administrative leadership: (2) they have a climate of 
expectation in which no children are permitted to fall below minimum but efficacious 
levels of achievement; (3) the school’s atmosphere is orderly, quiet, and generally 
conducive to the instructional business at hand; (4) the acquisition of basic skills takes 
precedence over all other school activities; (5) when necessary, school energy and 
resources can be diverted from other business in furtherance of the fundamental 
objectives; and (6) progress must be frequently monitored (Edmonds 1979). 
Gilbert Austin. Gilbert Austin (1979) stated in his article, "Exemplary Schools 
and the Search for Effectiveness," that it is most necessary for us to find schools that 
are classified as exceptional and extract from them the positive factors that make the 
difference. Exemplary schools were studied in four states-New York, Pennsylvania, 
Delaware, and Maryland—and major findings of these studies showed that there is no 
one single factor which accounts for their effectiveness. Some factors that were 
characteristic of the schools as a whole were: (1) strong principal leadership and 
principal participation in the classroom instructional program and in actual teaching; 
(2) high expectations on the part of the principal for student and teacher performance; 
36 
(3) greater experience and more pertinent education in the roles of principals, 
teachers, and teacher aides; (4) principals' feelings that they had more control over the 
functioning of the school, the curriculum and program, and their staff; (5) expec¬ 
tations of teachers that more children would graduate from high school, go to college, 
become good readers, and become good citizens; (6) the satisfaction of teachers with 
opportunities to try new things and choose teaching techniques in response to indi¬ 
vidual pupil needs; (7) more satisfactory parent-teacher relationships; (8) a longer 
instructional day; (9) evaluations based on teacher-made tests and teacher judgments of 
student achievement; and (10) more positive self-concept and a feeling of controlling 
their own destiny observable as early as Grade 3 on the pan of children (Austin 
1979). 
Smith and Tucker. Smith and Tucker (1977) stated that research and evalua¬ 
tion has confirmed the fact that the effectiveness of educational treatments, programs, 
or technologies vary from one school to the next. No one curriculum or instructional 
practice has been found to be consistently superior to others over time in a variety of 
different settings. However, there is the continued belief that the local schools do 
make the difference. The individual characteristics of principals, teachers, schools, 
neighborhoods, and home influence a pupil’s achievement far more than particular 
instructional models. Research confirms that no improvement in the quality of 
schooling will occur unless the people in schools, in concert with the parents and 
children that they serve, agree on what they want to accomplish (Carlson and 
Ducharme 1987). 
Smith and Tucker (1977) further stated that teachers must be given the 
opportunity to work together over a certain period of time to achieve common 
objectives and must have the belief that they are sufficiently free of administrative 
intervention and that it takes investing time and energy to improve the education 
offered in their school. When the teachers and other school personnel feel successful 
about education in their school, children also believe they can achieve, and they do 
(Carlson and Ducharme 1987). 
Sally Banks Zakariva. On the other hand, Sally Banks Zakariya (1996), in her 
article entitled "Change Agent," explored the fact that effective change will not take 
place on a worthwhile basis in individual schools. This type of change—one school at 
time or twenty or more schools within a system-could possibly take one hundred 
years to complete, said Zakariya, and will not cause the needed effect to produce 
effective change in schools for productive learning to take place. 
In order for schools to achieve the reform needed for them to become 
effective, change must take place at the district level. This means that a 
large, complex system must be affected in order for schools to make note¬ 
worthy changes, including changes by unions, colleges, the governor's 
office, and advocacy organizations. It is the duty of the state to provide a 
context that encourages reform at the local district levels, but unless there 
is a capacity to support and sustain reform at this level, nothing will 
change. The district level must be able to implement the following if 
schools are to change in the future:. 
Develop and sustain a shared vision 
Manage by results 
Work collaboratively 
Engage in participatory leadership, rather than the traditional 
command-and-control model, and 
Focus on the needs of the first-line customers, the kids (Zakariya 1996, 
10-15). 
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Larry Cuban. Larry Cuban (1983), in the article entitled "Transforming the 
Frog Into a Prince: Effective Schools Research, Policy, and Practice at the District 
Level," stated that the 1966 Coleman Report, which suggested that teachers and 
administrators could have little effect on student achievement, was the catalyst for the 
effective schools research. Research began, and astounding results were recorded. The 
author gave the result of a six-school improvement project which he initiated in 
Arlington, Virginia (Cuban 1983). 
The schools contained predominantly minority children from low income 
families who had scored in the bottom quartile of the district’s elementary schools. 
Leading advocates of effective schools were asked to speak to the teachers, and 
resources were set aside to purchase staff time and materials for the six schools. 
Teacher enthusiasm was extremely high, and amazing results were seen. Standardized 
test scores escalated, and the school board identified the improvement of the schools 
in Arlington, Virginia, as a top priority for the coming school year. They also 
expanded the mission to encompass all elementary schools in the county. Although test 
scores were greatly improved as a result of Cuban's efforts toward improving the 
schools in the district, his research still does not determine what truly creates effective 
schools. The improvement of test scores, according to Cuban, should not be the sole 
determinant in deciding whether or not a school is effective. Cuban felts that experi¬ 
ence far outweighs research when leaders are making decisions as to what makes some 
schools more effective than others: 
Experience is definitely more practical when determining what works 
and what does not work, because you are actually going through the 
39 
process, and you are constantly aware of the techniques that are being 
used. Research, however, does play a major role in helping you to make 
your decisions, because it gives you a basis for beginning the experiments, 
and it gives an idea of what has gone before and what results were 
obtained (Cuban 1983, 129). 
Set High Expectations 
In order for a school to be considered as an effective one, according to Ron 
Edmonds, there are six major elements that must be present within the instructional 
program or within the school. These six elements are (1) Set High Expectations, (2) 
Promote an Orderly and Safe School Environment, (3) Exemplify Strong Instructional 
Leadership, (4) Place Strong Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills, (5) Promote 
Frequent and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress, and (6) Promote Active Parental 
Involvement. 
People typically behave in ways consistent with the expectations others have 
for them or those they have for themselves. The expectations set by parents and 
teachers and the manner in which those expectations are communicated have a 
profound influence on the lives of children (Stellar 1988). Stellar further stated: 
Effective schools advocates argue that higher teacher expectations result 
in improved performance. In effective schools, there is the expec-tation 
that all children can learn, and the staff believes they can get all children 
to learn. The sheer power of this belief is what can transform a low- 
achieving student body into winners. The self-fulfilling prophecy 
intensifies when the significant others in a child’s life-parents, teachers, 
coaches, relatives—collectively send the message, "you can do it," and the 
child responds to this attention with a similar belief (Stellar 1988, 28). 
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However, a survey which was conducted by the American Association of 
School Administrators (AASA) found that administrators have a wide range of 
opinions about the significance of acceptance of high expectations in their school 
system. Although the majority of school administrators believe that high expectations 
for students should be a top priority, a considerably lower proportion believe that it 
actually occurs in their schools (Becker 1992). It can also be noted that Weber, an 
early contributor to the literature on the school determinants of achievement, pointed 
out that high expectations are not sufficient for school success, but they are certainly 
necessary (Edmonds 1979). 
Data gathered by Brookover et al. (1982) indicated that high achieving schools 
are most likely to be characterized by the students feeling that they have control or 
mastery of their academic work, and the school system is not stacked against them. 
Teachers and principals in higher achieving schools express the belief 
that students can master their academic work and that they expect them to 
do so, and they are committed to seeing that their students learn to read, to 
do mathematics, and to do other academic work. These teacher and prin¬ 
cipal expectations are expressed in such a way that the students perceive 
that they are expected to learn and the school academic norms are recog¬ 
nized as setting a standard of high achievement. 
In contrast, schools that are achieving at lower levels are characterized 
by the students’ feelings of futility in regard to their academic perfor¬ 
mance. This futility is expressed in.their belief that the system functions in 
such a way that they cannot achieve, that teachers are not committed to 
their high achievement, and that other students will make fun of them if 
they actually try to achieve. These feelings of futility are associated with 
lower teacher evaluations of their ability and low expectations on the part 
of teachers and principals (Brookover et al. 1979, 143-144). 
Beare, Caldwell, and Millikan (1989) reported that no organization can be 
effective unless it has goals to be accomplished. One goal of effective schools is the 
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expectation that all students will learn well. The most consistent finding in the school 
effectiveness studies is the crucial connection between expectations and achievement. 
Quite simply, the students live up to the expectations that the school has for them. 
They are expected to achieve, and they do achieve (Shoemaker and Fraser 1981). 
School climate includes the total atmosphere within a school, and this climate 
has a major influence on raising student achievement (Stellar 1988). James Sweeny 
(1988, 1) defined school climate in the following manner: 
A combination of beliefs, values, and attitudes shared by students, 
teachers, administrators, parents, bus drivers, office personnel, custodians, 
cafeteria workers, and others who play an important role in the life of the 
school. When a school has a "winning climate", people feel proud, con¬ 
nected, and committed. They support, help, and care for each other. When 
the climate is right there is a certain joy in coming to school, either to 
teach or to learn. 
Arthur Steller (1988) stated that in an effective school, the prevailing climate 
is one in which all children can learn. Uniform high standards and expectations are 
communicated regularly, and everyone shares in the responsibility for school improve¬ 
ment. He further stated: 
Discipline in effective schools is applied consistently throughout the 
school. Everyone knows what the rules are and what the consequences are 
for breaking them. Individual differences are not a factor when it comes to 
disciplining students who break the rules; all are treated the same. All 
teachers assume responsibility for maintaining order, regardless of whether 
the offender is assigned to them. Students know that faculty are in charge 
in the hallways, the restrooms, the playground, as well as in the classroom 
(Steller 1988, 34). 
Squires, Huitt, and Segars (1988) as well as Steller (1988) believed that 
creating an orderly environment revolves around creating a consensus about the school 
rules among staff and students, then administering this consensus in a fair but firm 
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manner. In delivering punishment, firm disapproval should be indicated while humilia¬ 
tion is avoided. Students must perceive that discipline is fairly administered. 
Consensus building and firm delivery help define the principal’s role in creating an 
orderly school environment (Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1989). 
Austin (1979), who was among the first researchers of effective schools, also 
agreed that a favorable school climate must exist for schools to be effective. He 
believed that the school climate must provide stimulating ideas and facilitate the 
exchange of ideas with colleagues. Teachers must have the opportunity to work 
together, over time, to achieve common objectives and have the sense that they are 
sufficiently free of administrative intervention. They must believe that it is worth 
investing time and energy in the effort to improve the education offered in their 
schools (Austin 1979). What effective schools share is a climate in which it is 
incumbent on all personnel to be instructional!y effective for all pupils (Edmonds 
1979). 
Exemplify Strong Instructional Leadership 
The principalship has been rediscovered by the media, the public, and the 
education establishment for what it has always been: the bottom line for improving 
schools. Effective principals are at the center of curriculum and instructional 
improvements within their schools (Edmonds 1979, Steller 1988, Weber 1971). 
Steller (1988) reported that Gordon Cawelti in 1987 gave the following formula as a 
means for improving instructional leadership: "Clear Goals + Strong Incentives + 
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Appropriate Skills = Instructional Leadership." Cawelti further stated that when all 
three elements were in place, dramatic improvements in learning opportunities for 
students and the sought-after outcomes that are understood and respected by the public 
will be obtained (Steller 1988). 
Chester Finn (1987), the assistant secretary at the U.S. Department of 
Education, stated: "A great school almost always boasts of a crackerjack principal. 
These principals are ones who possess a fierce determination that what should be shall 
be, and they radiate an infectious enthusiasm for excellence." If given just one action 
to upgrade schools in this country, Finn (1987) would hire the best possible principals 
and give them wide-range responsibility. 
Steller (1988) agreed with Finn's statement that the principalship is probably 
the single most powerful fulcrum for improving school effectiveness. He, however, 
did not believe that better selection of school leaders is the complete remedy for all 
educational problems, but it does present a beginning to the solution of the problem. 
"Developing, selecting, and supporting effective educational leaders is the key to 
achieving the school excellence that Americans want and deserve" (Steller 1988). 
Richard Andrews and Roger Soder (1987) also agreed that the selection pro¬ 
cedures of principals ought to be revised "to introduce those principal behaviors that 
are linked to student achievement." They would also extend the same advice to prin¬ 
cipals' preservice training, continuing education, and evaluation (Andrews and Soder 
1987). 
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There are specific behaviors that are exhibited by school leaders which are 
associated with effective schools. Those behaviors are: (l) develop positive models. 
(2) generate consensus, and (3) use feedback to build a positive school climate 
(Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1989). Principals in effective schools model an emphasis 
on academics by observing classrooms, conferring with teachers about instructional 
matters, and setting agreed-on goals for the school. Modeling provides one of the 
main keys to strong leadership in effective schools. The behaviors of teachers and 
administrators, as authority figures, communicate what is really valued and what is 
really important in a school (Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1989). 
Squires, Huitt, and Segars (1989, 40) emphasized that consensus building and 
emphasis on feedback were two very important ingredients for strong instructional 
leadership: 
Each organization builds consensus patterns, each of which may help or 
hinder the achievement of the organization's goals. In effective schools, 
consensus is built around the school climate factors of academic emphasis, 
orderly environment, and expectations for success. 
The school, like all organizations, provides feedback to participants 
about the acceptability of their behavior. Effective school leadership 
provides feedback that supports a school climate in which academics are 
emphasized, the environment is orderly, and success is expected. Prin¬ 
cipals provide feedback that supports an academic emphasis by checking to 
see if teachers give homework, conferring with teachers about instructional 
matters, and representing teachers' views in the decision-making process. 
Shupe (1997) stated that although principals wear many hats in a school, the 
leadership role in establishing an effective instructional program must be a top 
priority. In effective schools, principals are instructional leaders who hold strong 
views about instructions and exhibit strong and highly visible managerial skills to 
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ensure that all features of the model (objective, curriculum, teaching, testing, 
expectations, and classroom climate) are properly provided and aligned. They practice 
close supervision and monitor carefully what teachers do and how they do it. They 
provide direct help to teachers to facilitate the model's implementation (Sergiovanni 
1987). Studies of effective schools indicated that principals can be change agents in 
altering the instructional climate of a school and its effectiveness in increasing levels 
of student achievement (Shupe 1997). 
According to Mark Anderson of the University of Oregon’s School Study 
Council, principals in effective schools have a major role to play. He stated that "the 
principalship is probably the most powerful force for improving school effectiveness 
and for achieving excellence in education. The familiar adage, so goes the principal, 
so goes the school is on the mark in characterizing the importance of a principal's 
leadership" (quoted in Russell et al. 1985). 
Sergiovanni (1987) cited a government study on the principal’s role in effec¬ 
tive schools. He said that in many way the principal is the most important and 
influential individual in any school. It is his leadership that sets the tone of the school, 
the climate for learning, the level of professionalism and morale of teachers, and the 
degree of concern for what students may or may not become. If a school is a vibrant, 
innovative, child-centered place; if it has a reputation for excellence in teaching; if 
students are performing to the best of their ability, one can almost always point to the 
principal’s leadership as the key to success (Sergiovanni 1987). 
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Reinhard et al. (1980) gave several behaviors by which principals can make an 
impact in schools. First, they show commitment to the concept and vision of the 
project at the outset. Second, principals work to achieve role clarity for all partici¬ 
pants, and then they buffer the staff by negotiating with competing environmental 
pressures. They secure and provide the necessary resources, and, finally, they provide 
social support as well as actively participating themselves (Reinhard et al. 1980). All 
of the above efforts make principals quite crucial to the changes which must take place 
in schools. 
Promote a Safe and Orderly School Environment 
A safe and orderly school climate is most important to both students and 
teachers in any learning environment, and schools which have been characterized as 
being effective must have a climate which is conducive to the attainment of educa¬ 
tional goals by all students. It is a known fact that if students and teachers feel that 
they are housed in an unsafe environment, very little teaching and learning will take 
place. A preliminary condition for learning is a safe school environment (Steller 
1988). 
Students and teachers must be able to move freely throughout the school and 
school grounds without the fear of being harmed by other students, parents, or out¬ 
siders. The idea of the school or community bully must not be a problem with which 
school personnel and students should be concerned (Viadero 1997). 
47 
Research indicates that bullies and victims are more prone to violent behavior, 
especially as they get older, than are their peers who are not exposed to such behavior 
(Ballard, Argus, and Remley 1999). These researchers further stated that victims of 
bullies fear going to school, which hinders their ability to concentrate and creates 
marginal to poor academic performance. With the ever-present threat of violence, 
these youngsters constantly feel anxious and insecure, resulting in an array of physical 
and emotional symptoms. 
Bullying is a known precursor to more violent behavior. It is 
imperative that schools take a serious approach to bullying episodes as a 
means of preventing the long-term effects of such behavior on both bullies 
and victims. Schools should be safe and peaceful environments. Recent 
events have left the U.S. public stunned, confused, and searching for 
answers to the problem of school violence. School administrators are being 
called upon to provide campuses free of the threat of violence at a time 
when so many social factors, seemingly beyond their control, are at play. . 
Educating teachers, parents and students about bullying and getting 
their commitment to help stop it, are the most important steps. By 
recognizing bullying as a serious offense, administrators can begin to 
implement preventive programs that just might ease the threat of violence 
that our students now face (Ballard, Argus, and Remley 1999, 38-41). 
This article gave a summary on preventing violence in schools and what can be 
done to ensure that our schools are safe for students. It further supported the 
hypothesis that academic achievement is greater among students who feel safe in their 
schools and who learn in an orderly and supportive class environment (Ballard, Argus, 
and Remley 1999). 
The U.S. Department of Education (1999), in the article entitled "Keeping 
Schools Safe: A Federal Report," went on record as stating that well-functioning 
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schools foster learning, safety, and socially appropriate behavior. They have a strong 
academic focus and support students in achieving high standards. Most prevention 
programs in effective schools address multiple factors and recognize that safety and 
order are related to children’s social, emotional, and academic development. 
Effective schools convey the attitude that all children can achieve 
academically and behave appropriately, while also appreciating individual 
differences. Adequate resources and programs help ensure expectations are 
met. Expectations are communicated clearly, with the understanding that 
meeting them is a responsibility of the student, school, and home. Students 
not receiving needed support are less likely to behave in socially desirable 
ways. 
Emphasizing positive student/staff relationships is one of the most 
critical factors in preventing student violence. Students often look to adults 
in the school community for guidance, support, and direction. Some need 
help overcoming isolation and support in developing connections to others. 
Effective schools ensure opportunities for adults to spend quality 
personal time with children, foster positive student interpersonal relations, 
and encourage students to help each other and feel comfortable assisting 
others in getting help when needed. 
Effective schools communicate to students and the greater community 
that all children are valued and respected, with deliberate, systematic 
effort—e.g., displaying children' artwork, posting academic work promin¬ 
ently throughout the building, respecting students' diversity-to establish a 
climate that demonstrates care and a sense of community (U.S. Depart¬ 
ment of Education 1999, 17-25). 
Place Strong Emphasis on Teaching Basic Skills 
Ron Edmonds (1979) strongly asserted the need for successfully teaching basic 
skills to all children if schools are to be considered effective ones. Effective schools 
educators do not feel that they are relieved of their instructional obligations when 
teaching children of the poor (Edmonds 1979, Weber 1971). 
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Specifically, I require that an effective school bring the children of 
the poor to those minimal masteries of basic skills that now describe 
minimally successful pupils performance for the children of the middle 
class. Schools teach those they think they must and when they think they 
needn't, they don't. There has never been a time in the life of the 
American public school when we have not known all we needed to in 
order to teach all those whom we chose to teach (Edmonds 1979, 16). 
Steller (1989) asserted that the staff in effective schools share the same focus 
on instruction. Having a clear instructional focus means that there is a common set of 
skills and content that students are expected to learn. A common curriculum with 
sequenced objectives let students and their parents know what is required in order to 
succeed and makes teachers aware of needed requirements to prepare students for 
success with their next teacher (Steller 1989). 
Contrary to the knowledge that has been discussed about the need for basic 
skills in order for schools to be effective, Lawrence Stedman (1988) stated that too 
much emphasis was placed on drill and practice and not enough emphasis was placed 
on higher order thinking skills in effective schools. Several researchers observed that 
the schools that adopted effective schools programs often restricted their curriculum to 
the lower order reading and math skills measured by standardized tests. Stedman 
(1988) further stated that Nancy Borkow, a consultant for the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, blamed the decline in mathematics problem-solving skills in the 
1970s on the back-to-basics movement. Schools had spent so much time on computa¬ 
tional skills in mathematics that they had neglected analytical skills. 
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Promote Frequent Evaluations and Ongoing 
Monitoring of Pupil Progress 
Ron Edmonds (1981) made the statement that "what gets tested gets done." In 
Edmonds' original version of his assessment of effective schools, standardized tests 
had a clear place. He saw standardized tests as a way of bringing objectivity to the 
assessment process and was greatly concerned about schools that wanted to eliminate 
standardized tests because of the subjectivity that would have to take place (Berher 
1992). Edmonds felt, however, that too much testing was occurring in schools and 
believed that testing should be cut by 50 percent (Berher 1992). 
Edmonds in 1982 made the following statement about his views on testing and 
monitoring progress in an interview session with the Executive Editor of Educational 
Leadership. Ron Brandt: 
I acknowledge that available standardized tests do not adequately 
measure the appropriate ends of education. However, I also argue that it is 
important for students to learn minimum academic skills as a prerequisite 
to successful access to the next level of schooling. 
The reality is that poor children especially are sometimes portrayed 
having made satisfactory progress when they’re actually not even close to 
mastery. I find that unacceptable. I think it enormously important that 
students and their parents know how they're doing in relation to what 
they’re required to do. And despite all the limitations of standardized tests, 
I would argue as forcefully as I can that they are—at the moment—the most 
realistic, accurate, and equitable basis for portraying individual pupil 
progress (Brandt 1982, 14). 
A school-wide policy on monitoring student performance in conjunction with 
instructional objectives communicated to students that they were held responsible for 
and expected to learn a specific amount of information and range of skills (Murphy et 
al. 1982). 
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Schools in which policies require that progress reports be sent to the 
parents of all students numerous times a year convey to students and 
parents the importance the staff paces on academic work. Similarly, a 
policy that requires parents to pick up student report cards at school and 
meet with their children's teachers helps build the general norm of 
academic press (Murphy et al. 1982, 24-25). 
Promote Active Parental Involvement 
According to Arthur Steller (1988), a relative newcomer, on the list of factors 
which make schools effective is the involvement of parents in the school’s programs. 
This factor was not a part of the early research on school effectiveness, and Steller 
believed that school practitioners probably added it. Subsequent research confirmed 
the importance of active parent and community involvement in effective schools. The 
more parental involvement, the higher the student achievement (Henderson 1989, 
Steller 1988). 
Parents are key players in motivating their children to succeed in school. They 
are what researchers call "significant others," who along with teachers set expectations 
for children. Parents also reinforce the positive school climate and instructional focus 
of an effective school (Routman 1997, Steller 1988). The evidence is so overwhelming 
about the benefits of parent involvement for students, that for educators to not even 
attempt it is engaging in professional malpractice states Larry Decker, an education 
professor and coauthor of The Hard-to-Reach Parent ("Is Parent Involvement Your 
Job?” 1997). 
52 
Decker further gave multiple strategies for educators who want to make parent 
outreach a part of their value system: 
One way communication, such as newsletters, does not work with the 
hard-to-reach parent. One must do face-to-face contact with lots of follow¬ 
up. 
Educators must give up the idea that poor families are apathetic about 
education. Low income and less educated parents want to help in their 
children's education. Lack of knowledge about how to help can’t be 
equated with lack of interest. 
Educators should strive for more than parent programs. The ideal 
situation is to have parent-school-community programs, because these are 
the most powerful ("Is Parent Involvement Your Job?" 1997, 4-5). 
A growing body of research suggests that parents can play a larger role in their 
children's education. There are many advantages when parents play an active role in 
the educational process. Children spend much more time at home than at school. Their 
parents know them intimately, interact with them one-to-one, and do not expect to be 
paid to help their children succeed. The home environment, more familiar and less 
structured than the classroom, offers what Dorothy Rich calls "teachable moments that 
teachers can only dream about" (Peterson 1989). 
Also, many studies underscore the point that parent participation in education 
is very closely related to student achievement (Peterson 1989). A Stanford study found 
that using parents as tutors brought significant and immediate changes in children's IQ 
scores. Other research projects found that community involvement correlated strongly 
with school-wide achievement and that all forms of parent involvement helped student 
achievement. The Home and School Institute concluded that parent tutoring brought 
substantial improvements to a wide variety of students (Rich 1985). 
On the other hand, Dave Davies (1991) felt that parent involvement as it is 
traditionally defined and practiced is not powerful enough to have a significant impact 
on the policies and practices of urban schools. He further stated that an emphasis on 
traditional parent involvement could divert attention from the fact that schools and 
families have inadequately promoted the academics and social success of some 
children. However, if its definitions and practices are redefined, parent involvement 
could make a powerful contribution to efforts to reform urban schools and to achieve 
our national aim of providing a successful school experience for all children of all 
backgrounds and circumstances (Davies 1991). 
A very similar attitude is reflected in survey findings for over a ten-year 
period which was done by nationwide Gallup polls. Gallup (1978) concluded that 
a joint and coordinated effort by parents and teachers is essential in dealing 
more successfully with problems of discipline, motivation, and the 
development of good work habits at home and in school. . . . For little 
added expense, the public schools can, by working with parents, meet 
educational standards impossible to reach without such cooperation. 
Moles (1982) stated that research which was done by D. I. Williams in 1981 
shows that neither teachers nor principals were enthusiastic about parent participation 
in curriculum development, instruction, or school governance. They did support other 
forms of parent involvement such as assisting with homework or tutoring children but 
felt that teachers should give parents ideas about how to help. Principals valued parent 
participation in children's home learning for the following reasons: it helped schools, 
it reinforced school learning, and it was within parents' capabilities (Moles 1982). 
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Sandra Schurr (1993) related seven common elements which w'ere identified by 
the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory in a study of promising parent 
involvement programs as methods for getting more parents involved in school activ¬ 
ities and also as methods that will aid in school achievement. Those elements are: 
(1) a written policy that legitimizes the importance of parental involvement; (2) 
administrative support represented by allocation of dollars, space, and people power: 
(3) training focused on communication and parenting skills for parents and staff 
members; (4) emphasis on partnership philosophy that creates a feeling of mutual 
ownership in the education of students; (5) a two-way communication structure that 
occurs regularly and consistently; (6) networking that facilitates the sharing of 
information, resources, and technical expertise; and (7) regular evaluation activities 
that try to modify program component as needed (Schurr 1993). 
The U.S. Department of Education (1999) believes that students whose 
families are involved in their growth in and outside of school are more likely to 
experience school success and less likely to become involved in antisocial activities. 
School communities must make parents feel welcome in school, address barriers to 
participation, keep families positively engaged in their children's education, and 
support families in expressing concerns about their children and getting the help they 
need to address behaviors that cause concern (U.S. Department of Education 1999). 
MegaSkills is a program designed by Dorothy Rich (1985), in which she wrote 
about specific ways that families could help children prepare for school. Her work 
focused on the relationship between home learning and school achievement. According 
to Goldberg (1999), megaskills are the values, the attitudes, and the behaviors that 
determine success in school and on the job. Over a period of years, the skills that 
emerged were Confidence, Motivation, Effort, Responsibility, Initiative, Perse¬ 
verance, Caring, Teamwork, Common Sense. Problem Solving, and Focus (Goldberg 
1999). 
There are dozens of recipes to go with each skill, and new recipes are 
developed each year. One recipe is called "my special place.” The special 
place is a simple box at the front door. This is where the child, assisted by 
a parent if necessary, places everything he or she will need for school in 
the morning. 
The MegaSkills Program has received many awards and has had much 
success. Researchers from Memphis State University reported that Mega- 
Skills students watched less TV than other students. Research specialists 
from the schools in Austin reported that students exposed to this program 
got better scores on national and state achievement tests and had fewer 
discipline problems in school than other students (Goldberg 1999, 771). 
Perceptions of Teachers and Principals on Effective Schools 
Principals in effective schools emphasized the "activity" dimension of teaching. 
In other words, they expected to see teachers teaching at all times. They also placed 
priority on the following: strong goal orientation, active assessment, strong focus on 
academic subjects, and teacher-initiated instruction (Arnn and Mangieri 1988). Addi¬ 
tionally, these principals also emphasized the following teaching characteristics in their 
faculty: enthusiasm, involvement, effective communication skills, and productive 
modeling (Arnn and Mangieri 1988). 
In a study that was done by Edmonds and Frederiksen, which consisted of the 
comparison of seven effective schools in Lansing, Michigan, to six less effective ones, 
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it was reported that teachers in the ineffective schools held higher expectations for the 
performance of students than did teachers in the effective schools. Teachers in the 
ineffective schools also reported more instructional involvement by their principals 
(Stedman 1988). 
Teachers and principals in effective schools expressed their expectations for 
success in such a way that students knew what was expected of them and believed 
they could measure up to the high standards (Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1989). 
As a social system, the school communicates its expectations for 
students by providing rewards for work well done and creating opportuni¬ 
ties for student participation and leadership. In their attention to academic 
programs and discipline procedures, principals set the tone for the school. 
In an effective school, both teachers and principals believe students can 
succeed and also model those expectations to the school as a whole 
(Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1989, 72). 
Students in effective schools felt that their actions had some effect. They 
believed that if they studied they would get better grades, and they knew that if they 
cut school their parents would be notified. Consensus in this area was most likely to 
bring success in school and a healthy self-concept (Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1989). 
Squires, Huitt, and Segars (1989) further stated that self-concept is correlated with 
student achievement, and both are significant and measurable outcomes of schooling. 
Students in effective schools perceive that the school helps them master academic 
work. They believe that they can get ahead and that work is more important than 
luck. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the researcher examined research, literature reviews, and other 
resources that were related to the perceptions of educators and parents toward the 
correlates of effective schools and the effects that these perceptions might have on 
student achievement. A great number of contributions, studies, and insights into 
the characteristics which account for student achievement as well as for school 
effectiveness were discovered, read, and summarized in this chapter. The six elements 
of effective schools that were discussed are: (1) Set High Expectations, (2) Promote 
an Orderly and Safe School Environment, (3) Exemplify Strong Instructional Leader¬ 
ship, (4) Place Strong Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills, (5) Promote Frequent 
and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress, and (6) Promote Active Parental 
Involvement. 
Although there was some contradictory information as to whether or not all of 
the elements of effective schools needed to be present in order for schools to make 
successful achievement or whether the presence of some of the elements would give 
the same results, there was enough evidence in the literature to support the assumption 
that the elements of effective schools, as perceived by Ron Edmonds, were greatly 
related to school achievement. 
CHAPTER III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Making schools effective and successful has been a major effort of school 
reform for the past decade. The Coleman Report in 1966, A Nation at Risk submitted 
by the National Commission of Excellence in Education in 1983, President Bush with 
Goals 2000 in 1990, President Clinton's Education Plan, and many other studies have 
all expressed serious doubts about the status of education in the United States. Paul 
Houston (1997) stated that starting with the pivotal A Nation at Risk report of 1983. it 
was taken for granted that the golden era of American public education was behind, 
that we had lost the competitive edge over the rest of the world, and that our 
economic future was threatened by a decline in the quality of education in America. 
Although Houston (1997) was not in total agreement with the above state¬ 
ment, he realized that those were the thoughts of the majority of American citizens, 
including politicians, business persons, parents, and many educators. Because of these 
expressed views, it meant that a major problem existed, and changes had to take 
place. 
The meaning of the term "effective" yields many different interpretations 
and must be placed in the proper context if it is to be understood fully. Chester 
Barnard, in 1938, espoused a definition that has endured the test of time. An action is 
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effective, he said, if it accomplishes its specific objective aim. "To effect." according 
to Beare, Millikan, and Caldwell (1989), means to bring about, to accomplish: thus, 
to be effective, an action, an institution, or an individual must bring something about 
or must accomplish something. To be an effective school, then, means that the desig¬ 
nated schools must set a target for itself; aim at it; and, then, hit it. The schools must 
have objectives that have been agreed upon by all persons involved. 
Schools that are considered as effective appear to have many characteristics 
that are quite similar. One of the main qualities that must be exemplified by these 
schools, however, is that of objectives which are targeted to achievement. There must 
be some outcomes measured which can be used to separate effective schools from the 
middling or ineffective ones (Beare, Millikan, and Caldwell 1989; Brookover and 
Lezotte 1977; Edmonds 1979). Historically, American schools have been committed 
to conducting specified educational processes, not to producing outcomes (Conley 
1993). The use of Carnegie units in education emphasized the amount of time that a 
student should have been present within a class rather than the actual knowledge that a 
student should have acquired from the class. Even the students, themselves, stated that 
they were not being held to high enough standards of performance. The literature is 
replete with information on grade inflation, low expectations for minority students, 
and a raft of other subjects that would indicate that holding students to a much higher 
set of expectations for their work makes great sense (Houston 1997). According to 
Prisoners of Time, the 1994 report by the National Education Commission on Time 
and Learning, American schools spend about half as much time on academics as their 
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overseas counterparts (Gandal 1995). Gandal further stated that there was no reason 
for this low figure and that standards were the first necessary step toward initiating 
some changes in school schedules. 
History shows that, for the last twenty years, there has been a great need and 
a great public outcry to make a change in the way that schools have been doing 
business. Many proponents of American public education (Edmonds 1979, Steller 
1988) gave reasons why this change should occur, and they also gave suggestions and 
ideas as to how improvements to schools can be made. Although many have given 
their theories on school improvement and, supposedly, their ideas have been imple¬ 
mented for the past twenty years, only a very few schools have met the criteria which 
has deemed them as effective and successful. 
In order to gain the status of being called effective, schools have to exemplify 
certain qualities known as the elements or correlates of effective schools. These 
correlates have been stated as being very important determinants of school 
achievement, and originally they were only elements which applied to city schools 
which were instructionally effective for poor and/or minority children. It was 
discovered by researchers, however, that these correlates should be present in any 
school in order for success to occur. The correlates are: (1) Strong Leadership at the 
School Level, (2) High Expectations for Student Performance, (3) An Orderly and 
Safe School Environment, (4) Strong Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills, and 
(5) Frequent Evaluation and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress. 
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Recent effective schools research shows that there are two other elements 
which play a major role in the effectiveness of schools today. Those two elements are 
parental involvement and small sized schools. Only one of the elements, parental 
involvement, was investigated in this research. The element that was added to this 
study was Active Parental Involvement. 
The leadership role of the principal within a school has a major impact on the 
achievement level of the students within that school. Austin (1979) and Brookover and 
Lezotte (1982) reported that a school that performs in unusually successful ways has a 
principal or a leader who is an exceptional person. The leadership skills that this 
individual has are received through expert power. Studies that were done by Guditus 
and Zirkel (1979) indicated that principals were viewed by teachers and pupils as 
persons who are experts in a wide variety of educational areas. The principal was 
identified as an expen instructional leader, instead of an administrative leader, and 
usually the level of instructional expertise fell in the area of reading or mathematics. 
Glickman (1985), Edmonds (1982), and Stedman (1988) stated that effective 
principals spent most of their time out in the school building where they were able to 
see what was taking place in the classrooms and in the hallways. They were constantly 
observing classes, giving feedback to observations, and advising teachers on 
alternative methods of instruction. Effective schools are believed to have a common 
glue which keeps the faculty together and which ensures that the support, knowledge, 
and skills that are needed for teachers to succeed are present (Glickman 1985). 
ô: 
In order for schools to be effective, administrators and teachers must hold 
high expectations for students, and students must hold high expectations for them¬ 
selves. At a National Governors' Association conference which was held in 1990, the 
governors, along with former President Bush, called for sweeping and fundamental 
change in America’s educational system. They stated that "Education must be made 
rigorous and interesting. The people who work in it must be accountable. We must 
make our young people understand that we care about them, that we expect high 
performance, and that America values excellence" (National Governors’ Association 
1990). In schools that have been acclaimed as effective, teachers believed that all 
children could learn, and they worked to make certain the students acquired all of the 
necessary skills which would help them to be successful in school. Teachers truly 
believed that if they expressed high expectations in their students, those students 
would improve in their class performance. The sheer power of this belief is what can 
transform a low-achieving student body into winners, according to Steller (1988). 
Steller (1988) went on to say that the self-fulfilling prophecy intensifies when the 
significant others in a child's life-parents, teachers, coaches, relatives-collectivelv 
send the message "You can do it,” and the child responds to this attention with a 
similar belief. 
A safe and orderly school climate is most important to both students and 
teachers in any learning environment, and schools which have been characterized as 
being effective must have a climate which is conducive to the attainment of educa¬ 
tional goals by all students. It is a known fact that if students and teachers feel that 
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they are housed in an unsafe environment, very little teaching and learning will take 
place. A preliminary condition for learning is a safe school environment (Steller 
1988). Students and teachers must be able to move freely throughout the school and 
school grounds without the fear of being harmed by other students, parents, or 
outsiders. The idea of the school or community bully must not be a problem with 
which school personnel and students should be concerned (Viadero 1997). 
Debra Viadero (1997) further stated that "bullying" by students takes place in 
many school districts throughout the United States, and a lot of it is tolerated by 
adults who are asked for help by students. This type of action and behavior should not 
be permitted to occur, because the trauma that is inflicted upon the victims could last 
for a lifetime, and many unhappy school memories as well as a state of depression 
could become a lasting pan of the victims' lives. Researchers have discovered that 
very little learning takes place by students who are bullied, and this accounts for some 
of the failures that occur in schools today. It has also been discovered that many 
students who bully others have been bullied themselves, and they are four times more 
likely to grow up to be criminals than are nonbullies. 
An orderly and safe school environment is a very necessary component for 
schools that are considered effective. Students, teachers, and principals play a major 
role toward ensuring that positive student behavior becomes the norm in the schools so 
that students are able to achieve effectively and efficiently. If students have the 
perception that the discipline measures in a school are fair and are equally applied to 
all, then the violence within those schools will be very minor. It has also been proven 
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that violent behavior will be lessened if schools have more activities in which students 
could participate (Viadero 1997). These activities could be part of the school’s 
extracurricular program and can take place after school or on weekends. If students 
feel that they have a stake in their school, they will work to eliminate the violence that 
is prevalent in most schools today (Viadero 1997). 
Teachers and principals impact the manner in which students perceive the 
safety of the school environment. Teachers who begin lessons on time, set rules for 
students to follow, provide rewards or reinforcement for student achievement, and do 
not show punitive or authoritarian attitudes toward students tend to aid in the 
elimination of violence in schools (Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1989). Principals whose 
roles in creating a safe and orderly environment revolved around consensus building 
and a firm and fair delivery of discipline measures maintained schools that were free 
of humiliation and violence (Lasley and Wayson 1982; Squires, Huitt, and Segars 
1989). Principals in effective schools also saw that punishments were administered 
swiftly, and they monitored the faculty to reduce verbal humiliation and unsanctioned 
violence against students. The principals' actions communicated the message that 
praises, rewards, and encouragement needed to outweigh negative sanctions (Squires, 
Huitt, and Segars 1989). Students were eager to attend school each day and were 
more willing to work toward improving their academic skills. 
Frequent monitoring of students’ progress must be a major focus of schools 
that wish to become effective. In effective schools, teachers regularly monitored 
students' progress using commercial tests or other assessment instruments that they 
65 
had designed. They were prepared to make instructional adjustments on a daily or 
weekly basis, depending on the results of the monitoring process (Murphy et al. 1982, 
Stellar 1988). These schools did not wait until the yearly test scores were out to adjust 
their instructional practices. These practices were revised whenever it was necessary 
doing the school year. Edmonds (1982) described a feature of an effec-tive school as 
one where pupil progress could be frequently monitored. Those schools had the means 
whereby the principal and the teachers remained constantly aware of pupil progress 
and how it related to instructional objectives. 
The Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES), which was conducted by 
the California Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing, found that students 
spend a much greater amount of their time involved in interacting with teachers or 
another adult. When they were supposed to be doing seat work, they spent more time 
doing it when the teacher circulated, checking work, than when he/she remained in 
one place (Powell 1979). This was further evidence that monitoring the progress of 
students is necessary if teachers are going to make certain that reinforcement takes 
place and skills are mastered. 
Although Edmonds (1982) asserted that parental involvement was a desirable 
trait for a school to be effective, he further stated that parents being involved in their 
children's schools was not required for achievement. This researcher believes, 
however, that parental involvement must be present in any school that is going to be 
considered an effective one. Research has shown that students who are successful in 
school have parents who are actively involved in their school experience. Brookover 
and Lezotte (1979) stated that there was more parent-initiated contact and involvement 
at improving schools (even though the overall amount of parent involvement is less). 
Phi Delta Kappa (1980) echoed the fact that high levels of parental contact with the 
school and parental involvement with school activities characterized successful urban 
schools. Henderson (1987) stated that the more parental involvement, the higher the 
student achievement. 
James Comer, a Yale University psychiatrist, and his colleagues have been 
working to reform schools that serve poor and minority children. They strongly 
believed that there was a major link between school reform and parental involvement. 
One of the main things Comer believed would make schools effective was if parents 
took part in all aspects of school life, particularly governance and management 
(Davies 1991). According to Davies, Comer insisted on the importance of fostering 
teacher/student/parent relationships in a democratic setting, and he emphasized that 
teachers, families, and specialists must work together to promote the social and 
emotional as well as the academic growth of children (Davies 1991). 
The "Schools Reaching Out Program," which is a part of the League of 
Schools, gave a three-part strategy which was a pan of their parent involvement 
program and which had been found to work effectively in all schools, not just urban 
ones. This three-pan strategy included (1) finding a means of attracting family 
members to the school; (2) finding a means of reaching families at home; and (3) 
establishing a clearly supported, teacher-controlled way of engaging teachers in 
improving curriculum and instruction through the creation of new kinds of connections 
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with parents and other community resources. Membership in the League of Schools’ 
Reaching Out Project is a way that parents, teachers, and administrators can share 
experiences about the things that work and the things that don’t work or need to be 
improved. This type of relationship helps to make the home and school partnership a 
more effective one and enables the schools to meet educational standards that would 
be impossible without parental cooperation. 
A study that was done by the Gallup Poll in 1978 came to the following 
conclusion: 
A joint and coordinated effort by parents and teachers is essential to 
dealing more successfully with problems of discipline, motivation, and the 
development of good work habits at home and in school. For little added 
expense (which the public is willing to pay) the public schools can by 
working with parents, meet educational standards impossible to reach 
without such cooperation (Moles 1978). 
In a study that was done by David Stevenson and David Barker in 1987, it 
was found that investment of parental time was a major factor in school achievement. 
It was discovered that better-educated mothers invest more in their children's educa¬ 
tional activities and have more contact with teachers. This investment results in better 
performance of their children beginning at an early age (Steller 1988). A main study 
by the Gallup organization for Family Circle in April of 1988 found that attentive 
fathers frequent conversations between parents and children, free time for kids at an 
early age, and respect for children's interests and goals contributed to achievement. 
Having a good instructional focus where students are able to get all of the 
skills necessary for effective achievement is a characteristic of an effective school. 
This means that there is a common set of skills and content that all students must 
learn to be successful. Stellar (1988) stated that a common curriculum with sequenced 
objectives gave students and their parents an opportunity to know what was required 
to succeed in a grade or a course. Teachers also knew what they had to do to prepare 
students to be successful with their next teacher. Brookover and Lezotte (1979) 
asserted that improving schools accepted and emphasized the importance of basic skills 
mastery as prime goals and objectives. Edmonds (1981) emphasized that, in effective 
schools, it is quite clear that pupils' acquisition of the basic school skills took 
precedence over all other school activities. Phi Delta Kappa (1980) expressed the fact 
that successful urban schools frequently employed techniques of individualized instruc¬ 
tion and that structured learning environments were particularly successful in urban 
classrooms. The theories that have been presented thus far have communicated the 
ingredients that researchers have said must be present in schools if they are to be 
classified as "effective." Some researchers (Edmonds 1982, Thomas 1992) stated that 
all of the correlates had to be present collectively if they were to work, and there were 
others (Cuban 1983, Purkey and Smith 1983. Stedman 1988) who voiced the opinion 
that if one or two of them are present within a school, that school will still show great 
improvement and could be called effective. Regardless of what opinions were 
espoused, it is still a known fact (and research has proven it) that schools in the 
United States are not showing the improvement needed to compete with other coun¬ 
tries or to prepare its own citizens for the 21st century. The Goals 2000 Proposal, 
which stated that six goals would be accomplished by the year 2000, and was started 
by President Bush in 1990 has already been deemed as ineffective, because none of 
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those goals will be in place by the year 2000. Because of the problems that are still 
plaguing the educational system in America, it behooves the persons who work in the 
system to look for other areas that might be causing the existing problems. These 
persons should try to make some recommendations that might possibly eliminate the 
problems and improve the system so that all children will truly have an opportunity to 
learn. The researcher realizes that educators have had an opportunity to give their 
views on what makes schools effective, but the one group within the educational 
system that has not been given a chance to express themselves are the parents. Parents 
are among the main clients that schools have but they are the ones whose opinions are 
rarely gotten when it comes to important issues of educational reform. 
Presentation and Definition of the Variables 
This study sought to determine the difference between the perceptions of 
educators and parents about the components of excellence that determine the effective¬ 
ness or ineffectiveness of schools. The seven variables that were analyzed are (1) set 
high expectations for student performance. (2) promote an orderly and safe school 
environment, (3) exemplify strong instructional leadership, (4) emphasize teaching the 
basic skills, (5) do frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupils’ progress, 
(6) promote active parental involvement, and (7) promote effective schools. The 
preceding variables are known as the dependent variables. A dependent variable 
represents the presumed effect of the independent variable (Tuckman 1994). The inde¬ 
pendent variable is that factor which is to be measured or to be manipulated in the 
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study (Borg and Gall 1989). The independent variable is the presumed cause of any 
change in the outcome (Tuckman 1994). The independent variables are the factors 
which the study suggests relate to the dependent variables. In this study, the inde¬ 
pendent variables are the school characteristics that will be found in high, moderate, 
and low achieving middle schools. 
Definitions of the Variables 
The following are the definitions of the independent and dependent variables. 
Dependent Variables 
Set High Expectations for Student Performance refers to the manner in which 
teachers bring about intellectual competence simply by believing that it will happen. It 
is the belief of staff persons that all children can learn, and these staff members put 
forth to ensure that learning occurs. 
Promote an Orderly and Safe School Environment refers to the total atmo¬ 
sphere that makes up the school environment. It is the combination of beliefs, values, 
and attitudes shared by students, teachers, administrators, parents, and other school 
personnel who play an important role in, the school. This variable also refers to 
making certain that low amounts of violence and vandalism occur in the school, and it 
refers to the extent to which the workplace, which fosters goal attainment and positive 
feelings, is living up to its objective. 
Exemplify Strong Instructional Leadership refers to the behavior of the 
principal as he/she sets the tone of the school. This variable also refers to the 
principal's ability to observe teachers in their classrooms, to assess the teaching and 
learning taking place, and to follow those observations with supportive, constructive 
conferences. 
Place Strong Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills refers to the effort that is 
given to ensure that all children are to read, write, and perform basic mathematics. 
All children should also be able to use critical thinking skills. 
Promote Frequent and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress refers to the 
procedures and process that are used to measure student academic performance and 
progress. The information that is obtained as a result of the monitoring will be used to 
improve individual performance as well as improve the school's instructional program. 
Promote Active Parental Involvement refers to the amount of time and effort 
that parents spend working on activities in the school environment on a regular basis 
and the interaction that they have with school staff and students. It refers to the 
mechanisms that schools provide to promote school and parent/family communications 
and how principals and teachers cope with parental demands. 
Promote Effective Schools refers to the high, moderate, and low achieving 
schools in a district that have implemented the preceding six correlates of effective 
schools within their buildings. According to research, these correlates tend to make 
some schools better learning institutions than other schools. 
Independent Variable 
School characteristics refer to those components of excellence which tend to 
make some schools better institutions of learning than other schools. 
Relationships Among the Variables 
The design presented in figure 1 provides a model of the theoretical frame¬ 
work which identified the components/elements/factors/variables influencing the rela¬ 
tionship between the perceptions that parents, teachers, and principals have of the 
components of excellence in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools. On 
the right-hand side, the model shows the components of excellence in schools as being 
set high expectations, promote an orderly and safe school environment, exemplify 
strong instructional skills, promote strong emphasis on teaching the basic skills, 
promote frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil progress, promote 
active parental involvement, and promote effective schools. These seven components 
of excellence are theorized to have some relationship to the perceptions that educators 
and parents have about the elements of effective schools. 
This model is a representation of how the variables relate. The quality of the 
relationship depends upon the weight of. the perceptions that the educators and parents 
have about the components that make schools effective. 
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PARENTS’ AND EDUCATORS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOL 
CORRELATES IN HIGH, MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING SCHOOLS 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEPENDENT VARIABLES 
School Parents’ and Educators’ Perceptions 







Strong Instructional Leadership 
Setting High Expectations 
Safe and Orderly Class and School 
Environment 
Emphasis on Teaching Basic Skills 
Frequent Evaluations and Ongoing 
Monitoring 
Active Parental Involvement 
Effective Schools 
Fig. 1. Theoretical framework 
Null Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were developed for examination in this study: 
1. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of the principal's strong instructional 
leadership. 
2. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of setting high expectations. 
3. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of a safe and orderly class and school 
environment. 
4. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of emphasis on teaching basic skills. 
5. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing 
monitoring of pupil progress. 
6. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low- 
achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of active parental involvement. 
7. There is no significance difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of effective schools. 
8. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in educators’ perceptions of the principal's strong 
instructional leadership. 
9. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of setting high expectations. 
10. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of a safe and orderly class and 
school environment. 
11. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low- 
achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of emphasis on teaching basic 
skills. 
12. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of frequent evaluations and 
ongoing monitoring of pupil progress. 
13. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of active parental involvement. 
14. There is no significance difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of effective schools. 
15. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators’ 
perceptions of the principal's strong instructional leadership in effective schools. 
16. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators’ 
perceptions of setting high expectations in effective schools. 
17. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators' 
perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil progress in 
effective schools. 
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18. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators' 
perceptions of a safe, orderly school and class environment in effective schools. 
19. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators' 
perceptions of the teaching of basic skills in effective schools. 
20. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators' 
perceptions of active parental involvement in effective schools. 
21. There is no significance difference among high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools in parents' and educators' perceptions of effective schools. 
Definitions of Terms 
In order to ensure that every reader of this study has the same understand-ing 
and working definitions of the terms that are used in this research, brief definitions of 
specific terms are given below. 
Effective schools: Those schools where both parents and educators perceive 
that at least four of the seven components of excellence are present. 
Schools: Those schools where both parents and educators perceive that less 
than four of the components of excellence are present. 
Instructional leadership: Those actions that are taken by principals which 
promote effective and efficient teaching learning. 
Goals 2000: The six education goals that were presented in 1990 and stated 
that the United States would have all of these standards met by the year 2000. 
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A Nation at Risk: The report submitted by the National Commission on 
Excellence in Education in 1983 and delineated the educational problems that faced the 
American people. 
Glue: A metaphor that describes effective, fully functioning school 
supervision. 
Practitioners: The teachers and principals who work in a school. 
Limitations of the Study 
Whenever a research study is done, there are always some factors over which 
the research does not have any control. These factors represent the limitations to the 
use and interpretation of the research findings. In this study, the following limitations 
are identified: 
1. Only six elements of an effective school were investigated. There are 
possibly many others that this study did not investigate. 
2. The scope of the study was limited to middle schools. 
3. Since a sample was being used, it is hoped that the sample is a true 
representation of the population targeted by the study. 
4. One cannot establish a cause-effect relationship between the variables from 
the investigation of this study. 
5. The researcher did not manipulate the variables in this study. 
6. It was hoped that the answers that were given by the respondents of this 
study would be accurate. 
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7. There were some middle schools that were not a part of this study because 
of the principal's refusal. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the theoretical framework which was given put the study into 
context. Theories based on the studies of other researchers were given. These theories 
explain the roles that the independent and dependent variables which are a part of this 
study play in the operation of schools, and they also explain the effect that these 
variables have on the staff, students, and parents which make up the school 
environment. 
The independent and dependent variables were presented and defined based 
upon how they were used in this study. The dependent variables that were presented 
and defined are: (1) Set High Expectations for Student Performance, (2) Promote an 
Orderly and Safe School Environment, (3) Exemplify Strong Instructional Leadership, 
(4) Place Strong Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills, (5) Promote Frequent 
Evaluations and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress, (6) Promote Active Parental 
Involvement, and (7) Promote Effective Schools. The independent variables are school 
characteristics in high achieving schools,, moderate achieving schools, and low 
achieving schools. 
The relationships among the variables were discussed, and a visual repre¬ 
sentation of the relationships among the variables was presented. The null hypotheses 
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to be investigated were also presented in this section, and the limitations of the study 
were also given. 
CHAPTER IV 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter presents the methods and procedures that were used in this 
study. It consists of the (1) Research Methodology, (2) Description of the Setting, (3) 
Sampling Procedures, (4) Working with Human Subjects Section, (5) Description of 
the Instruments, (6) Data Collection Procedures, (7) Statistical Application, and (8) 
Summary. 
Research Methodology 
The research methodology used in this study was the causal-comparative 
method, which is also referred to as ex post facto research. According to Borg and 
Gall (1989), ex post facto research is used quite frequently in educational studies 
because many of the cause-and-effect relationships in education that researchers want 
to study do not easily permit experimental manipulation. This type of research allows 
the researcher to study causes after they presumably have exerted their effect on 
another variable. This study was designed to use the quantitative survey method to 
investigate the educators' perceptions of the components of excellence and the parents' 
perceptions of the components of excellence and their comparison to effective schools. 
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SI 
The seven dependent variables are the perceptions of effective schools that 
were investigated. They are (l) Set High Expectations for Student Performance, (2) 
Promote an Orderly and Safe School Environment, (3) Exemplify Strong Instructional 
Leadership, (4) Place Strong Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills. (5) Promote 
Frequent Evaluations and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress, (6) Promote Active 
Parental Involvement, and (7) Promote Effective Schools. The independent variable is 
School Characteristics found in high, moderate and low achieving middle schools. 
These independent and dependent variables were investigated and treated as variables 
that already existed or should exist within the schools. The researcher did not 
manipulate the variables. This study took place after the fact—in other words, ex post 
facto. The use of questionnaires permitted the researcher to investigate the comparison 
between the six components of excellence and effective schools. The researcher made 
a comparison between the perceptions of educators and those of parents. If the 
perceptions of educators matched at least four of the perceptions of parents, based 
upon the results of the questionnaires, then that school was considered an effective 
one. However, if the perceptions of the educators were different from those of the 
parents, then that school wa$ not considered an effective school. 
Description of the Setting 
This study took place in a large urban school system during the 1998-99 
school year and involved educators and parents from the middle schools within the 
school district. Those middle school parents and educators were requested to respond 
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to an instrument which was designed to measure parents' and educators' perceptions of 
the elements of effective schools. The school system had approximately 60,000 
students and approximately 8,000 employees in its workforce. 
The school system was representative of a large urban school district and was 
the fourth largest of the seventeen counties within a metropolitan area. It had 99 
schools: 69 elementary. 16 middle, 11 high schools, and 3 alternative programs. The 
system was governed by a nine-person school board, whose members were elected at 
large (three) and by district (six). During the time of the study, there was an interim 
superintendent. 
The city's 1995-96 tax rate was 23 mills, meaning that the owner of a 
$100,000 house in the city paid annual school taxes of about $920. In 1997, an 
additional one-cent sales tax was added to the dollar in the city as well as surrounding 
systems in order for schools to receive additional funds for improvements. The 
superintendent of this school district spends approximately a billion dollars each school 
year. The district spent about $6,496 per student in the 1994-95 school year and had a 
student/teacher ratio of 16.1 to 1. 
Approximately 52 percent of the city's teachers have master’s degrees or 
above, the seventh highest percentage in the metropolitan area. Teachers were paid an 
average of $38,522 during the 1994-95 school year. 
Forty-six percent of the school system's 1995 graduates received college 
preparatory diplomas or dual college prep/vocational degrees, and the system's annual 
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high school dropout rate was about 13.3 percent over the most recent twelve-month 
period for which figures were available. 
Sampling Procedures 
This study was designed to examine the perceptions of parents and educators 
on the elements of school effectiveness in order to determine if their ideas were 
closely related to the body of knowledge that was already a part of the literature and 
to see if new information would materialize that might possibly be of assistance to 
school improvement. Educators and parents who made up the population of the middle 
schools in the large urban school district were administered the Donna O'Neal 
Effective School Climate Inventory (ESCI). Both groups were tested on the same 
subtopics. 
Data were sought from the educators within the middle schools because those 
persons were constantly working each day to find ways to improve their instructional 
techniques and the achievement level of the students within the schools where they 
worked. Since educators are the persons who are given the total responsibility of 
ensuring that all students receive the proper education, and they are also the ones who 
are blamed when students do poorly on tests, it was most necessary that they be given 
an opportunity to make their voices heard as to what they believe constitutes 
effectiveness within schools. 
Data were sought from middle school parents because the study was designed 
to determine the perceptions that those parents had about the elements of effective 
34 
schools. The researcher was also quite interested in the views of this group of people 
because this was the area in which the researcher worked. It was believed that the 
perceptions of parents might possibly be the missing pieces of the puzzles that could 
help educators find ways to improve schools and to improve the education of the 
students who attended them. Although much research had been done where educators 
had been asked to give their opinions about educational issues and problems, parents 
had rarely, if ever, been asked to give their opinions as to the elements of effective 
schools. Research showed that parents played a major role in the success of schools. 
Research did not, however, show how parents felt about the elements of effective 
schools as noted by Ron Edmonds and the effect that these elements had on school 
improvement. 
The target population for this study consisted of all of the educators and 
parents in the middle schools in the large urban school district where this study 
occurred. There were sixteen middle schools in the system, with a total population of 
13,079 middle school students. It would be almost impossible for the researcher to 
collect data from all of those persons; therefore, a random sampling was done in order 
for the researcher to obtain sample groups. All middle schools were arranged in an 
order based on their reading test scores.. Schools were arranged according to the 
following headings: High Achieving Schools, Moderate Achieving Schools, and Low 
Achieving Schools. The top one-third of each group was selected to participate in the 
study. Only eight schools took pan in the study. 
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Special permission to conduct this study was requested from the proper 
sources at the Research and Evaluation Department of the large urban school district 
where the study took place. Approximately 450 parents were asked to participate in 
the study, and 30 of the educators in each of the participating middle schools were 
asked to complete the instrument. Parents were selected using random sampling. 
Parents and educators who were asked to participate in the study were given 
letters asking them to complete the needed information for the study. All educators 
and parents were guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality. 
Description of the Instrument 
Paper-and-pencil research questionnaires were used as the research instrument 
to collect data for the study. The instrument that was used was the Donna O'Neal 
Effective School Climate Inventory (ESCI). Both educators and parents responded to 
the same questionnaire. A slight change was made in some of the wording of the 
questionnaire for parents in order for them to better understand what was being asked. 
The questionnaire was designed to determine to what extent parents and educators 
perceive the following behaviors as the elements that are present in their schools: 
(1) Set High Expectations for Student Performance, (2) Promote An Orderly and Safe 
School Environment, (3) Exemplify Strong Instructional Leadership, (4) Place Strong 
Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills, (5) Promote Frequent Evaluations and 
Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress, (6) Promote Active Parental Involvement, and 
(7) Promote Effective Schools. 
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In selecting the questionnaire to be used, the researcher referred to the rules 
for constructing questionnaire items that had been written by Borg and Gall (1989). 
Among those rules are the following: 
1. Clarity is essential; ambiguity must be avoided. If your results are to 
be valid, an item must mean the same thing to all respondents. 
2. Short items are preferable to long items because short items are easier 
to understand. 
3. Negative items should be avoided as they are misread by many 
respondents: that is, the negative word is overlooked, resulting in the 
respondent giving an answer that is opposite to the person's real 
opinions. 
4. Avoid "double-barreled" items, which require the subject to respond 
to two separate ideas with a single answer. 
5. Do not use technical terms, jargon, or "big words" that some 
respondents may not understand. 
6. Make an effort to avoid biased or leading questions 
7. When a general and a related specific question are to be asked 
together, it is preferable to ask the general question first so that the 
focus of the general question will not be narrowed. 
8. Organize and lay out questions so the questionnaire is as easy to 
complete as possible. 
9. Include brief, clear instructions, printed in bold type. 
10. When, moving to a new topic, include a transitional sentence to help 
respondents switch their train or thought. 
11. Do not put important items at the end of a long questionnaire (Borg 
and Gall 1989, 430). 
In selecting the instrument for this study, careful consideration was given to 
what the related literature had to say about the perceptions that educators and parents 
had about the elements of effective schools. A careful search of the literature did not 
reveal any questionnaire which was perfectly suitable to measure the seven dependent 
variables that were selected by the researcher of this study, because this study was not 
a replication of a study that had previously been done. 
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Five questionnaires were found that might possibly have some constructs 
which could have been used by the researcher, once some modifications had been 
done to select items which would make them more adaptable to the study being 
investigated. The questionnaires that were discovered that might have had some usable 
constructs on them for the researcher were the Connecticut School Effectiveness 
Questionnaire, the Donna O’Neal Effective Climate Survey, questionnaires designed 
by Dr. Robert Sudlow on the elements of effective schools, and the Learning 
Environment Inventory by Barry Fraser at Curtin University in Bentley, Australia. 
The Donna O'Neal Effective Climate Survey was selected as the instrument to use in 
this study because the inventory contains statements for all of the dimensions that 
apply to the effective schools research. 
For the purpose of scoring the instrument, the researcher used a four-point 
Likert-type scoring scale. The scoring scale was 4 = Always, 3 = Frequently, 2 = 
Rarely, and 1 = Never. This scale gave the researcher an opportunity to capture the 
different levels at which educators and parents perceive the dependent variables to be 
elements of effective schools. 
The completed questionnaire was used for both educators and parents, with a 
slight change in wording in order for parents to better understand what was being 
asked. The questionnaire searched for information as to the perceptions that educators 
and parents had about the elements of effective schools. 
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The research instruments did not require any excessive writing by any of the 
respondents. They were only required to circle the number which best expressed the 
perceptions that they had about the elements of effective schools. 
Validity 
Borg and Gall (1989) defined validity as the degree to which a test measures 
what it purports to measure. They further stated that the prospective test user should 
not ask "Is this test valid?" but should ask the question, "Is this test valid for the 
purposes to which I wish to put it?" It is, therefore, most necessary for the researcher 
to ensure that the items on the questionnaire are relevant to the variables that are being 
measured. In order for a questionnaire or a test to be appropriate for a study, it has to 
be properly validated. The Donna O'Neal Effective School Climate Inventory was 
validated using content validity. Many researchers, professors, and educators in the 
University System of Georgia, Clark Atlanta University, and large school districts 
throughout the state had used the inventory because the test items represented all of 
the correlates of effective schools. 
According to Borg and Gall (1989), there are four types of test validity. They 
are content, concurrent, predictive, and construct. In this study, the researcher was 
only concerned with establishing content validity. Borg and Gall (1989) stated that 
content validity is the degree to which the sample of test items represents the content 
that the test is designed to measure. The test does not have to cover all content in a 
given area to be content valid, but it must cover a representative sample of the 
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content. The degree of content validity is not expressed in numerical terms as a 
correlation coefficient. 
The questionnaire used in this study was appraised by an objective com¬ 
parison of the perceptions that educators and parents have of the questionnaire's items 
with the seven elements of effective schools which the questionnaire sought to 
measure. The validity of the questionnaire in this study was expected to be high, 
because the development of the items had been closely guided by discussions in the 
relevant professional literature and in research studies. 
Reliability 
Borg and Gall (1989) defined reliability, as applied to educational measure¬ 
ments, as the level of internal consistency or stability of the measuring device over 
time. Reliability is an extremely important characteristic of tests, and it must be 
carefully considered in selecting measures for research purposes. The reliability of a 
test is much easier to establish than its validity. 
A test-retest with a seven-day interval was performed to measure the stability 
of the items on the instrument that was used in this study. Correlation coefficients 
were calculated for each of the items. The correlation coefficient values generally 
ranged between .59 and .87, with the preponderance of them falling at about .79. 
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Data Collection Procedures 
A special permission form and a copy of this proposal were submitted to the 
Department of Research and Evaluation of the school system where this study was 
done in order for the researcher to obtain permission to perform the study. 
The data needed for this study were collected from the sixteen middle schools 
located in a large urban school system. The researcher received assistance from school 
principals and their designees in order to get as many questionnaires returned as 
possible. Surveys were distributed by classroom teachers, upon request from the 
principal of the school, and they were collected from the principal's office by the 
researcher. 
Letters explaining the details of the research, along with an explanation of 
how the questionnaires should be completed, accompanied the materials as they were 
sent to each selected school. The letters pointed out that the white questionnaire copies 
were for the parents and the yellow copies were for the educators within the schools. 
The different colors of the questionnaires helped the researcher to immediately see 
which ones the parents completed and which groups the educators completed. A code 
was also given to each school in order for the researcher to be able to match 
completed questionnaires to the right school. 
Statistical Applications 
This study was designed to examine the perceptions of parents and educators 
toward school effectiveness. Some components of excellence were used which might 
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show school effectiveness in order to determine if educators' and parents' ideas were 
closely related to the body of knowledge that was already a part of the literature. The 
researcher also wanted to determine if new information would materialize that might 
possibly be of assistance to school improvement. The collected data were used to test 
the twenty-one hypotheses that were a part of this study. 
The statistical tool that was used to analyze the data that were collected from 
the educators and the parents was the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Data were 
presented by means of classification, summarization, and visual representation. This 
information was used to make estimations and predictions about the four independent 
variables and the seven dependent variables that had been stated in the study. The 
mean, median, and standard deviation were used to indicate the average score and to 
show the variability of scores for the sample. When the mean and the standard 
deviation were taken together, they provided a good description of how the sample 
scored on the variables that were measured by the study. 
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to show the difference between 
the selected seven perceptions of educators and parents in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools. This statistical tool results in an F value which, if 
statistically significant, tells one that the means have probably been drawn from 
different populations. The general rationale of ANOVA is that the total variance of all 
subjects in an experiment can be analyzed into two sources, variance between groups 
and variance within groups. Each of the null hypotheses was tested using the analysis 
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of variance (ANOVA). The level of significance for rejecting the null hypotheses was 
.05. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the researcher described the methods and procedures that 
were used in this study. The research methodology for this study was the ex post facto 
design where the causes were studied after they had exerted their effect on the 
variables. The researcher did not manipulate the independent variables. 
This section also included a description of the setting, the sampling pro¬ 
cedures, and procedures for working with human subjects. A detailed description of 
the instrument used and the data collection procedures were given. There is a 
discussion of the statistical tools that were used to analyze the data. The level of 
significance for rejecting the null hypotheses was .05. 
CHAPTER V 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyze the data that were 
collected from the administration of the research questions that were a part of this 
study. The information that was gathered and is presented in this chapter represents 
qualitative data that are based on the O'Neal Effective School Climate Inventory, 
which was completed by 372 respondents. This chapter includes a description of the 
participating samples, a discussion of the statistical analyses, and a presentation of the 
findings and the application of the findings to the research questions. In this chapter, 
one can also see how the data that were collected were used to test the twenty-one 
hypotheses that are a pan of this study. 
This study was the result of a detailed examination of the perceptions of 
middle school educators and parents on the elements of school effectiveness. It is 
hoped that, as a result of this study, it could be determined if parents’ and educators' 
ideas as to what make schools effective are the same or very similar to the body of 
knowledge that is already a pan of the literature. The researcher also wished to see if 
new information would materialize that might be of assistance to school improvement. 
The data that were a pan of this study were collected from eight of sixteen 
middle schools in a large urban Georgia school district. Upon receiving permission 
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from the Research and Evaluation Division of the school district, the study was 
conducted during the second semester of the 1998-99 school year. Assistance was 
received from principals and/or their designees in order to get as many surveys 
returned as possible. Initially, parents and educators from nine middle schools were 
given surveys to be answered; however, only respondents from eight of those nine 
schools responded to the surveys that were distributed. 
Data were gathered and interpreted to determine the level of significance in 
the following areas: (1) Strong instructional leadership (Items 1-11), (2) High 
expectations for student performance (Items 12-15). (3) Orderly and safe school 
environment (Items 16-21), (4) Strong emphasis on teaching the basic skills (Items 22- 
25), (5) Frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil progress (Items 26-30). 
(6) Active parental involvement (Items 31-35), and (7) Parents’ and educators' 
perceptions of effective schools. 
Testing of the Hypotheses 
This section covers the testing of the hypotheses involved in this study. The 
comparisons referenced in the statements of the hypotheses were performed with the 
use of the appropriate t-test or the analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures. The 
statistics pertaining to the tests of significance are presented in tabular form. All 
statistical tests were interpreted at the .05 level of significance. Hypotheses 15-21 are 
comparisons between the two groups (parents and educators) and were subjected to a 
two-way ANOVA in order to determine if there were any interactions between the 
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parents and educators in the high, moderate, and low achieving schools where the 
study occurred. 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents’ perceptions of the principal's strong 
instructional leadership. 
Since the testing of this hypothesis required a comparison of parents' 
responses on the Strong Instructional Leadership component of the O'Neal's Effective 
School Climate Inventory (ESCI) among three groups—high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools—the ANOVA was used as the statistical procedure. The 
results of this procedure are given in table 1. 
From table 1, it can be seen that the overall mean for the construct Strong 
Instructional Leadership is 3.30 with a total of 240 parents completing the instrument. 
The high achieving schools with 129 parent respondents had a mean score of 3.47, 
compared to a mean score of 2.70 for the 44 parents in the moderate achieving 
schools and a mean score of 3.37 for the 67 parents in the low achieving schools. 
These means can be interpreted as an indication that all parents answered the majority 
of the items on this component in the Frequently category. The resulting F ratio of 
33.89 and the probability level of 0.00 indicate that this hypothesis is significant to the 
prespecified .05 level of significance. Therefore, to the .05 significance level, 
Hypothesis 1 is rejected. There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents’ perceptions of the principal's strong 
instructional leadership. The higher, more favorable perceptions can be seen in the 
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TABLE 1 
COMPARISON OF PARENTS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH, 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: STRONG 
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 129 3.47 0.51 33.89 0.00* 
Moderate 44 2.70 0.62 
Low 67 3.37 0.54 
Total 240 3.30 0.61 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.47 High 
3.37 Low 
2.70 Moderate * 
*p < .05. 
perceptions of parents in high achieving schools, with a mean of 3.47, and in the 
parents in low achieving schools, with a mean score of 3.37. 
This is reflected in the results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a 
part of table 1 and was performed to determine between which of the groups the 
overall significant difference can be attributed. The Scheffe analysis shows that to the 
.05 level of significance the perceptions of parents in high and low achieving schools 
are significantly greater than those in moderate achieving schools. 
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Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of setting high expectations. 
An ANOVA was used to test this hypothesis, and the results of this statistical 
procedure are given in table 2. Table 2 shows a comparison of parents' means in high, 
moderate, and low achieving middle schools on the Setting High Expectations 
component of O'Neal’s Effective School Climate Inventory. The Scheffe posttest 
procedure, which identifies the groups to which the overall significant difference can 
be attributed, is also a part of this table. 
TABLE 2 
COMPARISON OF PARENTS’ RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH, 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: SETTING 
HIGH EXPECTATIONS COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 128 3.44 0.58 18.09 0.00* 
Moderate 44 2.84 0.76 
Low 67 3.45 0.50 
Total 239 3.33 0.64 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.45 High 
3.44 Low 
2.84 Moderate * 
*£ < .05. 
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From table 2 it can be seen that the overall mean for the construct Setting 
High Expectations is 3.33 with a total of 239 respondents completing the items on this 
component of the instrument. The high achieving schools had a mean score of 3.44 
with a total of 128 parents completing the instrument, compared to the moderate 
achieving schools with a mean score of 2.84 and 44 parents completing the instru¬ 
ment. The low achieving schools had a mean score of 3.45 and 67 parents completing 
the items on this component. These means can be interpreted as an indication that all 
parents in high, moderate, and low achieving schools answered the majority of the 
items on this dimension in the Frequently category. The resulting F ratio of 18.09 and 
the probability of 0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing these three means, were 
significant at the .05 level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance 
Hypothesis 2 is rejected. There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving schools on parents' perceptions of setting high expectations for student 
performance. This is reflected in the results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is 
a part of table 2 and which was performed to determine between which of the groups 
the overall significant difference can be attributed. The Scheffe analysis shows that, at 
the .05 level of significance, the perceptions of parents in high and low achieving 
schools are significantly greater than those in moderate achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents’ perceptions of a safe and orderly class and 
school environment. 
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An ANOVA was also used to test this hypothesis, and the results of this 
statistical procedure are given in table 3. This table shows a comparison of parents' 
means in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on the Safe and Orderly 
Class and School Environment component of O'Neal's Effective School Climate 
Inventory. The Scheffe posttest procedure, which identifies the groups to which the 
overall significant difference can be attributed, is also a part of this table. 
TABLE 3 
COMPARISON OF PARENTS’ RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH, 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: SAFE AND 
ORDERLY SCHOOL AND CLASS ENVIRONMENT COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 130 3.27 0.53 40.93 0.00* 
Moderate 44 2.38 0.67 
Low 67 3.10 0.55 
Total 241 3.06 0.65 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.27 High 
3.27 Low 
2.38 Moderate * 5k 
*p < .05. 
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This table shows that there were 241 respondents completing the Safe and 
Orderly Class and School Environment dimension of the instrument with an overall 
mean score of 3.06. On this component, the high achieving schools had a mean score 
of 3.27 with 130 parent responses, compared to a mean score of 2.38 with 44 parent 
responses from the moderate achieving schools and a mean of 3.10 from the low- 
achieving schools with 67 parents responding. These means can be interpreted as an 
indication that parents in the high and low achieving schools answered Frequently to 
most of the items on this dimension, whereas parents in the moderate achieving 
schools answered Rarely to the items on this dimension. The resulting F ratio of 40.93 
and the probability level of 0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing these means, 
were significant at the .05 level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of 
significance Hypothesis 3 is rejected. There is a significant difference among high, 
moderate, and low achieving schools in parents’ perceptions of a safe and orderly 
school and class environment. The results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which 
was performed to determine between which of the groups the overall significant differ¬ 
ence can be attributed, is a pan of table 3. The Scheffe analysis shows that at the .05 
level the perceptions of parents in high and low achieving schools are significantly 
greater than those in moderate achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of emphasis on teaching basic 
skills. 
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The results of the ANOVA, which was used to test this hypothesis, can be 
observed in table 4. Table 4 shows a comparisons of parents' means in high, 
moderate, and low achieving middle schools on the Emphasis on Teaching Basic Skills 
component of O’Neal’s Effective School Climate Inventory. The Scheffe posttest 
procedure, which identifies the groups to which the overall significant difference can 
be attributed, is also a part of this table. 
TABLE 4 
COMPARISON OF PARENTS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH. 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: EMPHASIS 
ON TEACHING BASIC SKILLS COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 129 3.27 0.63 9.85 0.00* 
Moderate 44 2.84 0.74 
Low 67 3.36 0.59 
Total 240 3.22 0.65 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.36 High 
3.27 Low 
2.84 Moderate * * 
*P < .05. 
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This table shows that 240 parents responded to this component with an 
overall mean of 3.22. The high achieving schools had a mean score of 3.27 with 129 
parents responding to the dimension, compared to responses from 44 parents in the 
moderate achieving schools with a mean score of 2.84 and 67 parents from low 
achieving schools with a mean score of 3.36. These means can be interpreted as an 
indication that all parents in high, moderate, and low achieving schools answered the 
majority of the items on this dimension in the Frequently category. The resulting F 
ratio of 9.85 and the probability of 0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing the 
means, are both significant at the .05 level. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance. 
Hypothesis 4 is rejected. There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle school in parents' perceptions of emphasis on teaching skills. 
This is reflected in the results of the Scheffe posttest procedure which can be observed 
in table 4 and was performed to determine between which of the groups the overall 
significant difference can be attributed. The Scheffe analysis shows that the parents’ 
perceptions in high and low achieving schools at the .05 level are significantly greater 
than those in the moderate achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents.’ perceptions of frequent evaluations and 
ongoing monitoring of pupil progress. 
The results of the statistical procedure ANOVA, which was used to test this 
hypothesis, can be seen in table 5. Table 5 shows a comparison of parents' means in 
high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on the Frequent Evaluations and 
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TABLE 5 
COMPARISON OF PARENTS’ RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH, 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: FREQUENT 
EVALUATIONS AND ONGOING MONITORING COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 129 3.30 0.55 16.68 0.00* 
Moderate 44 2.75 0.76 
Low 67 3.33 0.53 
Total 240 3.21 0.62 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.33 High 
3.30 Low 
2.75 Moderate * * 
*p < .05. 
Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress component of O'Neal’s Effective School 
Climate Inventory. The Scheffe posttest procedure, which identifies the groups to 
which the overall significant difference can be attributed, is also a part of this table. 
Table 5 indicates that a total of 240 parents responded to the Frequent 
Evaluations and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress component of O’Neal’s Effec¬ 
tive School Climate Inventory with an overall mean of 3.21. The high achieving 
schools had a mean score of 3.30 with 129 parents responding to this section of the 
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instrument, compared to a mean score of 2.75 for moderate achieving schools with 44 
parents responding and 3.33 for the low achieving schools with 67 parents responding 
to the dimension. The resulting F ratio of 16.68 and the probability level of 0.00, 
which serve as a basis for comparing these means, are both significant at the .05 level 
of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 5 is rejected. 
There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving schools on 
the parents' perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil 
progress. The results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a part of table 5, 
indicate that the high and low achieving schools have the higher, more favorable 
perceptions on this hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of active parental involvement. 
An ANOVA was used to test this hypothesis, and the results of this statistical 
procedure can be observed in table 6. This table shows a comparison of parents’ 
means in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on the Parental Involve¬ 
ment component of O'Neal’s Effective School Climate Inventory. The Scheffe posttest 
procedure, which identifies the group to which the overall significant difference can be 
attributed, is also a part of this table. Table 6 reflects the fact that a total of 241 
parents responded to this component with an overall mean of 3.01. The high achieving 
schools had a mean score of 3.18 with 130 parents responding to this component of 
the instrument, compared to a mean of 2.43 by the 44 parents responding in the 
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TABLE 6 
COMPARISON OF PARENTS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH. 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: 
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 130 3.18 0.57 26.69 0.00* 
Moderate 44 2.43 0.66 
Low 67 3.06 0.57 
Total 241 3.01 0.65 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.18 High 
3.06 Low 
2.43 Moderate * 
*p < .05. 
moderate achieving schools and a mean of 3.06 by the 67 parents in the low achieving 
schools. The mean scores further indicate that parents in the high achieving and low 
achieving schools gave an answer of Frequently on the majority of the items on this 
dimension, whereas the parents in the moderate achieving schools gave an answer of 
Rarely to most of the items in this section. The resulting F ratio of 26.69 and the 
probability level of 0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing the three means, are 
both significant at the .05 level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of 
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significance. Hypothesis 6 is rejected. There is a significant difference among high, 
moderate, and low achieving schools in parents' perceptions of active parental 
involvement. The results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a part of table 6. 
indicate that parents in the high and low achieving schools have the higher, more 
favorable perceptions on this hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of effective schools. 
Since this hypothesis involved the comparison of three groups, an ANOVA 
was used to do the testing. The results of this procedure can be observed in table 7. 
This table shows the perceptions of parents in high, moderate, and low achieving 
schools on the Effective Schools component of O'Neal's Effective School Climate 
Inventory. The Scheffe posttest procedure, which identifies the group to which the 
overall significant difference can be attributed, is also a pan of this table. This table 
shows that 237 parents responded to this dimension with an overall mean of 3.19. The 
high achieving schools had a mean score of 3.33 with 126 parents responding to the 
survey, compared to a mean score of 2.66 by 44 parents in the moderate achieving 
schools and a mean of 3.28 by the low achieving schools with 67 parents responding 
to the survey. These means can be interpreted as an indication that all parents in the 
three types of schools perceive that their schools are performing effectively on a 
frequent basis. However, further investigation indicates that there is a difference as to 
the degree that this performance might be occurring. The resulting F ratio of 31.609 
and the probability level of 0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing these means, 
TABLE 7 
COMPARISON OF PARENTS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH. 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: 
PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 126 3.33 0.48 31.609 0.00* 
Moderate 44 2.66 0.59 
Low 67 3.28 0.46 
Total 237 3.19 0.55 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.33 High 
3.28 Low 
2.66 Moderate >jc 
< .05. 
are both significant at the .05 level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of 
significance, Hypothesis 7 is rejected. There is a significant difference among high, 
moderate, and low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of effective 
schools. The results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a part of table 7, 
indicate that the higher, more favorable perceptions are seen in the high and low 
achieving schools. 
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Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of the principal's strong 
instructional leadership. 
Since this hypothesis involves the comparison of three means, an ANOVA 
was used to do the testing. The results of this statistical procedure can be seen in table 
8. Table 8 is a comparison of educators' means in high, moderate, and low achieving 
middle schools on the Strong Instructional Leadership component of O'Neal's Effec¬ 
tive School Climate Inventory. The Scheffe posttest procedure, which identifies the 
group to which the overall significant difference can be attributed, is also a pan of 
this table. Table 8 indicates that a total of 127 educators responded to this dimension 
with an overall mean of 3.10. The 62 educators in the high achieving schools had a 
mean score of 3.17, compared to a mean score of 2.62 for the educators in the 
moderate achieving schools and a mean of 3.10 for the educators in the low achieving 
schools. Upon interpreting the means in table 8, one can see that the majority of the 
educators in all three groups scored the items on the Strong Instructional Leadership 
dimension of O'Neal's Effective School Climate Inventory as Frequently. The scores 
of the educators in the moderate achieving schools, however, were in the lower range 
of the mean scores. 
The resulting F ratio of 9.76 and the probability level of 0.00, which serve as 
a basis for comparing the means are both significant at the .05 level of significance. 
Therefore, at the, 05 level of significance, Hypothesis 8 is rejected. There is a 
significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in the 
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TABLE 8 
COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH, 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: STRONG 
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 62 3.17 0.41 9.76 0.00* 
Moderate 18 2.62 0.60 
Low 47 3.19 0.56 
Total 127 3.10 0.53 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.19 High 
3.17 Low 
2.62 Moderate * 
*p < .05. 
educators’ perceptions of the principal's strong instructional leadership. The Scheffe 
posttest procedure, which is a part of table 8, shows that educators in high and low 
achieving schools have the higher, more favorable perceptions on this hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of setting high expectations. 
Since the testing of this hypothesis requires a comparison of three groups, an 
ANOVA was used to do the testing. The results of this procedure can be observed in 
table 9. This table shows a comparison of educators' means in high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools on the High Expectations component of O'Neal's 
Effective School Climate Inventory. 
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TABLE 9 
COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS’ RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH. 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: 
SETTING HIGH EXPECTATIONS COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 62 3.54 0.45 7.44 0.00* 
Moderate 18 2.97 0.69 
Low 47 3.37 0.61 
Total 127 3.40 0.58 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.54 High 
3.37 Low 
2.97 Moderate * * 
*p < .05. 
Table 9 shows that 127 educators responded to the Setting High Expectations 
component with an overall mean of 3.40. The high achieving schools had a mean 
score of 3.54 with 62 educators responding to the component, compared to responses 
from 18 educators in the moderate achieving schools with a mean score of 2.97 and 
47 educators from the low achieving schools with a mean score of 3.37. These means 
can be interpreted as an indication that all educators answered the majority of the 
items on this component in the Frequently category. The resulting F ratio of 7.48 and 
the probability of 0.00. which serve as a basis for comparing the means, are both 
significant at the .05 level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance. 
Hypothesis 9 is rejected. There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators’ perceptions of setting high expectations. 
The results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a part of table 9, indicate that 
the higher, more favorable perceptions on this hypothesis are seen in the high and low 
achieving middle schools. 
Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of a safe and orderly class and 
school environment. 
This hypothesis was tested using an ANOVA, because it requires the 
comparison of three groups. The results of this procedure can be observed in table 10. 
Table 10 shows a comparison of educators' means in high, moderate, and low achiev¬ 
ing middle schools on the Safe and Orderly Class and School Environment component 
of O'Neal's Effective School Climate Inventory. 
Table 10 shows that 127 educators responded to the Safe and Orderly Class 
and School Environment dimension with an overall mean of 2.81. The high achieving 
schools had a mean score of 2.98 with 62 educators responding to the dimension, 
TABLE 10 
COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH. 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: SAFE AND 
ORDERLY SCHOOL AND CLASS ENVIRONMENT COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 62 2.98 0.45 15.31 0.00* 
Moderate 18 2.20 0.66 
Low 47 2.81 0.57 
Total 127 2.81 0.59 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
2.98 High 
2.81 Low 
2.20 Moderate * * 
*g < .05. 
compared to responses by 18 educators in moderate achieving schools with a mean 
score of 2.20. Educators in low achieving schools had a mean of 2.81 with 47 
educators responding on the dimension. These means can be interpreted as an 
indication that the educators in the high and low achieving schools answered the 
majority of the items on this component in the Frequently category, whereas the 
educators in the moderate achieving schools answered most of the items on this 
component in the Rarely category. It was interesting to note that none of the means on 
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this dimension rated as high as 3.00. The resulting F ratio of 15.31 with a probability 
of 0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing the means, are both significant at the 
.05 level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 10 is 
rejected. There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving 
middle schools in educators' perceptions of a safe and orderly class and school 
environment. The results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a part of table 
10, indicate that the higher, more favorable perceptions are seen in the high and low 
achieving schools. Educators in moderate achieving schools rated items on this 
component in a very low category which is an indication that there might be some 
very serious problems in our moderate achieving schools as far as a safe and orderly 
environment is concerned. 
Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of emphasis on teaching basic 
skills. 
This hypothesis was tested using an ANOVA, because it requires a 
comparison of three groups. The results of this procedure can be seen in table 11. 
This table shows the comparison of educators' means in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools on the Teaching Basic Skills component of O'Neal's 
Effective School Climate Inventory. 
Table 11 shows that 127 educators responded to the Emphasis on Teaching 
Basic Skills component with an overall mean of 3.14. The high achieving schools had 
a mean score of 3.29 with 62 educators responding to the component, compared to a 
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TABLE 11 
COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH, 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: EMPHASIS 
ON TEACHING BASIC SKILLS COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 62 3.29 0.47 15.72 0.00* 
Moderate 18 2.45 0.70 
Low 47 3.22 0.63 
Total 127 3.14 0.63 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.29 High 
3.22 Low 
2.45 Moderate * 
*g < .05. 
mean score of 2.45 by moderate achieving schools with 18 educators responding and a 
mean of 3.22 by the 47 educators in low achieving schools who responded. These 
means can be interpreted as an indication that educators in the high and low achieving 
schools answered the majority of the items in this component in the Frequently 
category whereas the educators in the moderate achieving schools answered the items 
in the Rarely category. The resulting F ratio of 15.72 with a probability of 0.00, 
which serve as a basis for comparing the means, are both significant at the .05 level 
of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance, Hypothesis 11 is rejected. 
There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools in educators' perception of emphasis on teaching basic skills. The result of the 
Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a part of Table 11, indicates that the higher, more 
favorable perceptions are seen in the high and low achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of frequent evaluations and 
ongoing monitoring of pupil progress. 
Since this hypothesis requires a comparison of three groups, an ANOVA was 
used to do the testing. The results of this procedure can be observed in table 12. This 
table shows a comparison of educators’ means in high, moderate, and low achieving 
middle schools on the Frequent Evaluations and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil 
Progress component of O'Neal's Effective School Climate Inventory. 
Table 12 shows that 127 educators responded to the Frequent Evaluations and 
Ongoing Monitoring of Student Progress component with an overall mean of 3.22. 
The high achieving schools had a mean score of 3.34 with 62 educators responding to 
this dimension, compared to a mean score of 2.79 by the moderate achieving schools 
with 18 educators responding and a mean of 3.25 by the low achieving schools with 
47 educators responding to the component. These means can be interpreted as an 
indication that the educators in all three groups answered the majority of the items in 
the Frequently category. The resulting F ratio of 8.64 and the probability level of 
0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing these means, are both significant at the .05 
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TABLE 12 
COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCl AMONG HIGH. 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: FREQUENT 
EVALUATIONS AND ONGOING MONITORING COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 62 3.34 0.43 8.64 0.00* 
Moderate 18 2.79 0.55 
Low 47 3.25 0.56 
Total 127 3.22 0.53 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.34 High 
3.25 Low 
2.79 Moderate sic sic 
*2 < .05. 
level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 12 is 
rejected. There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving 
schools in educators' perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of 
pupil progress. The results of the Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a pan of table 
12, indicate that the higher, more favorable perceptions are seen in the high and low 
achieving schools. 
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Hypothesis 13. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of active parental involvement. 
An ANOVA was also used to test this hypothesis, since it requires a 
comparison of three groups. The results of this procedure can be observed in table 13. 
This table shows the comparison of educators' means in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools on the Active Parental Involvement component of O'Neal's 
Effective School Climate Inventory. 
TABLE 13 
COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH, 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: PARENTAL 
INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 62 3.15 0.62 15.52 0.00* 
Moderate 18 2.27 0.74 
Low 47 2.67 0.67 
Total 127 2.84 0.73 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.15 High 
2.67 Low 
2.27 Moderate * 
*J2 < .05. 
IIS 
Table 13 shows that 127 educators responded to the Active Parental 
Involvement component of O'Neal's Effective School Climate Inventory with an over¬ 
all mean of 2.85. The high achieving schools had a mean of 3.15 with 62 educators 
responding, compared to a mean of 2.27 from the moderate achieving schools with 18 
educators responding and a mean score of 2.67 from the low achieving schools with 
47 educators responding to this component on the inventory. These means can be 
interpreted as an indication that the educators in the high and low achieving schools 
answered the majority of the items on this dimension in the Frequently category. The 
educators in the moderate achieving schools answered Rarely to the majority of the 
items on this dimension. The resulting F ratio of 15.52 and the probability of 0.00, 
which serve as a basis for comparing the means, are both significant at the .05 level 
of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 13 is rejected. 
There is a significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools in educators' perceptions of active parental involvement. The results of the 
Scheffe posttest procedure, which is a pan of table 13, indicate that the higher, more 
favorable perceptions are seen in the high and low achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 14. There is no significance difference among high, moderate, 
and low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of effective schools. 
Since this hypothesis involves the comparison of three groups, an ANOVA 
was used to do the testing. The results of this procedure can be observed in table 14. 
This table shows the comparison of educators’ means in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools to the Effective Schools component of O'Neal's Effective 
TABLE 14 
COMPARISON OF EDUCATORS' RESPONSES TO THE ESCI AMONG HIGH. 
MODERATE, AND LOW ACHIEVING MIDDLE SCHOOLS: PERCEPTIONS 
OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS COMPONENT 
Group Number Mean Deviation F Ratio Probability 
High 62 3.24 0.35 17.397 0.00" 
Moderate 18 2.55 0.53 
Low 47 3.08 0.51 
Total 127 3.09 0.49 
Scheffe Posttest Procedure 
Ranked Means Moderate High Low Moderate 
3.24 High 
3.08 Low 
2.55 Moderate * * 
*2 < -05. 
School Climate Inventory. The Scheffe posttest procedure, which identifies the group 
to which the overall significant difference can be attributed, is also a part of this table. 
Table 14 shows that 127 educators responded to the Effective Schools 
component with an overall mean of 3.09. The high achieving schools had a mean 
score of 3.24 with 62 educators responding, whereas the moderate achieving schools 
had a mean score of 2.55 with 18 educators responding and the low achieving schools 
had a mean of 3.08 with 47 educators taking pan in the survey. These means can be 
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interpreted as an indication that all educators in the three types of schools marked 
Frequently for most of the items on the survey and that they perceive their schools as 
being effective most of the time. The resulting F ratio of 17.397 and the probability 
level of 0.00, which serve as a basis for comparing these means, are both significant 
at the .05 level of significance. There, at the .05 level of significance, Hypothesis 14 
is rejected. There is significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving 
middle schools in educators' perceptions of effective schools. The result of the Scheffe 
posttest procedure, which is a pan of table 14, indicate that the higher, more 
favorable perceptions are seen in the high and low achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of the principal’s strong instructional leadership in effective 
schools. 
Since the testing of this hypothesis required an examination of the inter¬ 
actions of the variable Strong Instructional Leadership between two groups (educators 
and parents) in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools, a two-way 
ANOVA was used as the statistical procedure. The results of this procedure can be 
observed in table 15, which is an analysis of the variance and F ratio, for parents and 
educators by school achievement level (Strong Instructional Leadership). 
From table 15 it can be seen that the overall mean of 3.23 can be attributed 
to the 367 respondents who participated in the survey. The high achieving schools had 
a mean of 3.37 with 191 respondents participating in the survey, compared to a mean 
TABLE 15 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PARENT AND EDUCATOR RESPONSES ON 
THE ESCI BY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL: STRONG 
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP COMPONENT 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Squares F Sign. 
Parents and Educators 3.443 1 3.443 12.392 .000* 
School Characteristics 24.167 2 12.083 43.487 .000* 
Two-Way Interactions: 
Parents and Educators by 
School Characteristics 0.539 2 0.270 0.971 .380 
Residual 81.102 358 0.227 
Total 104.146 358 0.287 
Cell Means 
School Characteristics Mean Number 
High Achieving 3.3713 191 
Moderate Achieving 2.6764 62 
Low Achieving 3.2975 114 
Total 3.2310 367 
*P < .05. 
score of 2.68 by the 62 parents and educators in the moderate achieving schools and a 
mean score of 3.30 for the 114 parents and educators in the low achieving schools. 
The means in table 15 can be interpreted as an indication that the majority of 
the parents and educators in the high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools 
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marked most of the items on the strong instructional leadership component in the 
Frequently category. Table 15 also shows that the F ratio for the parents and 
educators is 12.392 with a probability level of .000. The F ratio for the high, 
moderate, and low achieving schools is 43.487 with a probability level of .000. 
However, when we observe the two-way interactions between all parents and 
educators in high, moderate, and low achieving schools, we note that the interactions 
between parents and educators are not significantly different on this construct. The F 
ratio of .971 and the probability level of .380 are not significant at the .05 level of 
significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance, Hypothesis 15 is accepted. 
There is no significant difference between parents' and educators’ perceptions of the 
principal's strong instructional leadership in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools. 
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of setting high expectations in effective schools. 
The testing of this hypothesis required an investigation of the interactions of 
the variable Setting High Expectations between two groups (parents and educators) in 
high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools. Therefore, a two-way ANOVA 
was used to examine this statistical procedure. The results of this procedure can be 
observed in table 16, which is an analysis of the variance and F ratio for parents and 
educators by school achievement level (Setting High Expectations Component). 
From table 16 it can be seen that the total mean of 3.35 was assigned to the 
366 participants who responded to the Setting High Expectations dimension on 
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TABLE 16 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PARENT AND EDUCATOR RESPONSES ON 
THE ESCI BY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL: SETTING HIGH 
EXPECTATIONS COMPONENT 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Squares F Sign. 
Parents and Educators 0.363 1 0.363 1.072 .301 
School Characteristics 16.774 2 8.387 24.786 .000 
Two-Way Interactions: 
Parents and Educators by 
School Characteristics 0.648 2 0.324 0.958 .385 
Residual 121.814 360 0.338 
Total 139.599 365 0.382 
Cell Means 
School Characteristics Mean Number 
High Achieving 3.4689 190 
Moderate Achieving 2.8790 62 
Low Achieving 3.4181 114 
Total 3.3531 366 
O'Neal's Effective School Climate Inventory. The high achieving schools had a mean 
of 3.47 with 190 respondents on the survey, whereas the moderate achieving schools 
had a mean of 2.88 with 62 respondents and the low achieving schools had a mean 
score of 3.42 with 114 respondents taking part in the survey. The means listed in the 
table can be interpreted as an indication that all parents and educators in the high, 
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moderate, and low achieving schools marked most of the items on the Setting High 
Expectations Component of the O'Neal's Effective School Climate Inventory in the 
Frequently category. 
Table 16 also shows that the F ratio for the parents and educators is 1.072 
with probability level of .301. The F ratio for the types of schools was 24.786 with a 
probability level of .000. The two-way interactions between all parents and educators 
in high, moderate, and low achieving schools indicate that the interactions between the 
parents and educators on this construct are not significantly different. The F ratio of 
.958 and the probability level of .385 are not significant at the .05 level of signifi¬ 
cance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance Hypothesis 16 is accepted. There is 
no significant difference between parents' and educators’ perceptions of setting high 
expectations in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools. 
Hypothesis 17. There is no significant difference between parents’ and 
educators' perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil 
progress in effective schools. 
Since the testing of this hypothesis required an investigation of the 
interactions of the variable Frequent Evaluations and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil 
Progress between two groups (parents and educators) in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools, a two-way ANOVA was used as the statistical procedure. 
The results of this procedure can be observed in table 17, which is an analysis of 




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PARENT AND EDUCATOR RESPONSES ON 
THE ESCI BY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL: FREQUENT 
EVALUATIONS AND ONGOING MONITORING COMPONENT 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Squares F Sign. 
Parents and Educators 2.489 l 2.489 0.080 .777 
School Characteristics 15.499 2 7.750 24.917 .000 
Two-Way Interactions: 
Parents and Educators by 
School Characteristics 0.260 2 0.130 0.418 .659 
Residual 112.276 361 0.338 
Total 128.060 366 0.350 
Cell Means 
School Characteristics Mean Number 
High Achieving 3.3126 191 
Moderate Achieving 2.7575 62 
Low Achieving 3.2950 114 
Total 3.2134 367 
From table 17 it can be seen that the total mean of 3.21 was assigned to the 
367 participants who responded to the Frequent Evaluations and Ongoing Monitoring 
of Pupil Progress component of O’Neal's Effective School Climate Inventory. The 
high achieving schools had a mean of 3.31 with 191 persons responding to this 
component, whereas the moderate achieving schools had a mean of 2.76 with 62 
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respondents and the low achieving schools had a mean of 3.30 with 114 respondents 
to this component on the survey. The means in table 17 can be interpreted as an 
indication that all parents and educators in the high, moderate, and low achieving 
schools marked most of the items on this dimension in the Frequently category. 
Table 17 shows that the F ratio for the parents and educators was .080 with a 
probability level of .777. The F ratio for school types was 24.917 with a probability 
level of .000. The two-way interactions between all parents and educators in high, 
moderate, and low achieving schools indicate that the interactions are not significantly 
different between the respondents or the school types on this construct. The F ratio of 
.418 and the probability level of .659 are not significant at the .05 level of signifi¬ 
cance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance, Hypothesis 17 is accepted. There is 
no significant difference between parents’ and educators' perceptions of frequent 
evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil progress in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools. 
Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of a safe, orderly school and class environment in effective 
schools. 
The testing of this hypothesis required a two-way ANOVA as the statistical 
procedure, because it was an investigation of the interaction of the variable Safe, 
Orderly School and Class Environment between parents and educators in high, 
moderate, and low achieving middle schools. The results of this procedure can be seen 
in table 18. 
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TABLE 18 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PARENT AND EDUCATOR RESPONSES 
ON THE ESCI BY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL: SAFE AND 
ORDERLY SCHOOL AND CLASS ENVIRONMENT COMPONENT 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Squares F Sign. 
Parents and Educators 5.336 1 5.336 17.399 .000 
School Characteristics 34.774 2 17.344 56.550 .000 
Two-Way Interactions: 
Parents and Educators by 
School Characteristics 0.117 2 5.837 0.190 .827 
Residual 111.028 362 0.307 
Total 151.169 367 0.412 
Cell Means 
School Characteristics Mean Number 
High Achieving 3.1797 192 
Moderate Achieving 2.3290 62 
Low Achieving 2.9801 114 
Total 2.9745 368 
From table 18 it can be seen that the total mean of 2.97 was given to the 368 
respondents who participated in this component of the survey. The high achieving 
schools had a mean of 3.18 with 192 participants taking part in this component, 
compared to a mean of 2.33 by the moderate achieving schools and a mean of 2.98 by 
the low achieving schools. The means in this table can be interpreted as an indication 
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that the majority of parents and educators in the high and low achieving schools 
answered Frequently on this category. The respondents in the moderate achieving 
schools, however, marked most of the items on this component in the Rarely 
category. 
Table 18 also shows that the F ratio for the parents and educators was 17.399 
with a probability level of .000. The F ratio for school types was 56.550 with a 
probability level of .000. The two-way interactions between all parents and educators 
in high, moderate, and low achieving schools indicate that the interactions are not 
significantly different between the parents and educators or the school types on this 
component. The F ratio of .190 and the probability level of .827 are not significant at 
the .05 level of significance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance, Hypothesis 18 
is accepted. There is no significant difference between parents and educators’ percep¬ 
tions of a safe, orderly school and class environment in high, moderate, and low 
achieving middle schools. 
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of the teaching of basic skills in effective schools. 
The testing of this hypothesis required a two-way ANOVA as the statistical 
procedure, because it was the interactions of the variable Emphasis on Teaching Basic 
Skills between parents and educators in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools. The results of this procedure can be seen in table 19. 
From table 19, it can be seen that the total mean of 3.19 was given for all 
respondents who participated in the survey. The high achieving schools with 191 
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TABLE 19 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PARENT AND EDUCATOR RESPONSES ON 
THE ESCI BY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL: EMPHASIS ON 
TEACHING BASIC SKILLS COMPONENT 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Squares F Sign. 
Parents and Educators 0.460 1 0.460 1.211 .272 
School Characteristics 16.509 2 8.255 21.756 .000 
Two-Way Interactions: 
Parents and Educators by 
School Characteristics 1.695 2 0.847 2.233 .109 
Residual 136.971 361 0.379 
Total 155.634 366 0.425 
Cell Means 
School Characteristics Mean Number 
High Achieving 3.2784 191 
Moderate Achieving 2.7285 62 
Low Achieving 3.3026 114 
Total 3. 1930 367 
respondents participating in the study had a mean of 3.28, whereas the moderate 
achieving schools had a mean of 2.73 with 62 respondents and the low achieving 
schools had a mean of 3.30 with 114 respondents taking part in the study. The means 
in the table can be interpreted as an indication that the majority of parents and 
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educators in high, moderate, and low achieving schools marked the items on this 
component in the Frequently category. 
Table 19 also shows the F ratio for the parents and educators was 1.211 with 
a probability level of .272, whereas the F ratio for the three types of schools was 
21.756 with a probability level of .000. The two-way interactions between all parents 
and educators in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools indicate that the 
interactions are not significantly different between the parents and educators in the 
three types of schools on this component. The F ratio of 2.233, with a probability 
level of .109, is not significant at the .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 19 is 
accepted. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators' percep¬ 
tions of teaching basic skills in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools. 
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference between parents’ and 
educators' perceptions of active parental involvement in effective schools. 
Since the testing of this hypothesis required an investigation of the 
interactions of the variable Active Parental Involvement between parents and educators 
in high, moderate, and low achieving schools, a two-way ANOVA was used as the 
statistical procedure. The results of this procedure can be seen in table 20 which is an 
analysis of the variance and F ratio for parents and educators by school achievement 
level for this component. 
From table 20 it can be seen that the total mean of 2.95 was given for the 
368 respondents who took part in this study. The high achieving schools had a mean 
of 3.17 with 192 persons participating in this survey, whereas the moderate achieving 
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TABLE 20 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PARENT AND EDUCATOR RESPONSES ON 
THE ESCI BY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL: PARENTAL 
INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Squares F Sign. 
Parents and Educators 2.285 l 2.285 6.065 .014 
School Characteristics 29.774 2 14.866 39.454 .000 
Two-Way Interactions: 
Parents and Educators by 
School Characteristics 2.247 2 1.123 2.982 .052 
Residual 136.394 362 0.377 
Total 170.657 367 0.465 
Cell Means 
School Characteristics Mean Number 
High Achieving 3. 1708 192 
Moderate Achieving 2.3839 62 
Low Achieving 2.9009 114 
Total 2.9546 368 
schools had a mean of 2.38 with 62 persons participating and the low achieving 
schools had a mean of 2.90 with 114 respondents taking part in the study. The means 
in this table can be interpreted as an indication that the majority of parents and 
educators in high and low achieving schools marked Frequently on this component. 
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Parents in the moderate achieving schools, however, marked Rarely for most of the 
items on the parental involvement component. 
Table 20 also shows that the F ratio for all parents and educators in high, 
moderate, and low achieving schools is 6.065 with a probability level of .014. The F 
ratio for school types was 39.454 with a probability level of .000. The two-way 
interactions between all parents and educators in high, moderate, and low achieving 
schools indicate that the interactions are not significantly different between parents and 
educators in all three types of schools on this component. The F ratio of 2.982 and the 
probability level of .052 are not significant at the .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 
20 is accepted. There is no significant difference between parents' and educators' per¬ 
ceptions on active parental involvement in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools. 
Hypothesis 21. There is no significance difference among high, moderate, 
and low achieving middle schools in parents' and educators' perceptions of effective 
schools. 
Since the testing of this hypothesis required an investigation of the 
perceptions of all parents and educators in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools on the effectiveness of their schools, it was necessary to use a two-way 
ANOVA as the statistical procedure. The results of this procedure can be observed in 
table 21 which is an analysis of the variance and F ratio for parents and educators in 
high, moderate, and low achieving schools on their perceptions as to the effectiveness 
of their schools. 
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TABLE 21 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF PARENT AND EDUCATOR RESPONSES ON 
THE ESCI BY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL: EFFECTIVE 
SCHOOLS COMPONENT 
Sum of Mean 
Squares df Squares F Sign. 
Parents and Educators 0.882 1 0.882 3.892 .049 
School Characteristics 21.946 2 10.973 48.436 .000 
Two-Way Interactions: 
Parents and Educators by 
School Characteristics 0.216 2 0.108 0.476 .621 
Residual 81.102 358 0.227 
Total 104.146 363 0.287 
Cell Means 
School Characteristics Mean Number 
High Achieving 3.3008 188 
Moderate Achieving 2.6257 62 
Low Achieving 3.1990 114 
Total 3.1536 364 
From table 21 it can be seen that the mean of 3.15 gives the total mean for 
the 364 persons who completed the entire survey. The high achieving schools had a 
mean of 3.30 with 188 respondents to the survey, whereas the moderate achieving 
schools had a mean of 2.63 with 62 respondents and the low achieving schools had 
mean of 3.20 with 114 persons responding to the survey. 
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Table 21 also shows that the F ratio for all parents and educators completing 
the survey was 3.892 with a probability level of .049. The F ratio for school types 
was 48.436 with a probability level of .000. The two-way interactions between all 
parents and educators in high, moderate, and low achieving schools indicate that the 
interactions are not significantly different between parents and educators in all three 
school types on their perceptions of the effectiveness of their schools. The F ratio of 
.476 and the probability level of .621 are not significant at the .05 level of signifi¬ 
cance. Therefore, at the .05 level of significance, Hypothesis 21 is accepted. There is 
no significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in 
parents and educators perceptions of effective schools. 
Summary 
This chapter presented and analyzed the data obtained from the research 
instruments that were used in this study. The data were computed using an analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 7.5 
computer package for Windows. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used 
to compare the means of Hypotheses 1-14, and a two-way ANOVA was used to com¬ 
pare Hypotheses 15-21. The obtained information and results were displayed through 
the use of tables. Based on these results, the researcher made decisions as to whether 
or not to accept or reject each of the twenty-one null hypotheses. 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study was undertaken as an effort to investigate the perceptions of 
parents and educators as to the existence of the effective school correlates in the 
middle schools of a large urban school district and to what extent these correlates 
might effect the achievement within these schools. Related literature on the topic was 
examined, and six main constructs were found to have significant effect on school 
improvement. Nine middle schools were chosen to participate in the study. These 
schools were organized into high, moderate, and low achieving schools based upon the 
reading scores that their students had exhibited on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 
(ITBS). Using an analysis of variance (ANOVA), the data collected were presented 
and analyzed, and the relationship between the independent and dependent variables 
was established. 
Findings 
The following findings were the results of the testing of the twenty-one 
hypotheses that were a part of this study. The hypotheses were tested using an analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) technique. 
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Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of the principal's strong 
instructional leadership. 
The test for Hypothesis l indicated that there are significant differences in the 
means of the perceptions of parents in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools on the presence of the principal’s strong instructional leadership. The higher, 
more favorable perceptions can be seen in the perceptions of parents in high and low 
achieving schools. The perceptions of parents in high and low achieving schools are 
significantly greater than those in moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 1 is 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents’ perceptions of setting high expectations. 
The test for Hypothesis 2 indicated that there are significant differences in the 
means in high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on parents' perceptions 
toward the setting of high expectations for students' performance. The higher, more 
favorable perceptions can be seen in parents' perceptions in high and low achieving 
schools. The perceptions of parents in high and low achieving schools are significantly 
greater than those in moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 2 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of a safe and orderly class and 
school environment. 
The test of Hypothesis 3 also revealed that there are significant differences in 
the means of the parents' perceptions in high, moderate, and low achieving middle 
schools as to a safe and orderly class and school environment. The higher, more 
favorable perceptions can be seen in high and low achieving schools. The perceptions 
of parents in high and low achieving schools are significantly greater than those in 
moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 3 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of emphasis on teaching basic 
skills. 
The test of Hypothesis 4 revealed that there are significant differences in the 
means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on parents' perceptions of 
placing emphasis on teaching basic skills. The higher, more favorable perceptions can 
be seen in the high and low achieving schools. Parents’ perceptions in high and low 
achieving schools are greater than those in the moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 
4 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of frequent evaluations and 
ongoing monitoring of pupil progress. ■ 
The test of Hypothesis 5 indicated that there are significant differences in the 
means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of 
frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil progress. The high and low 
achieving schools have the higher, more favorable perceptions. The perceptions of 
138 
parents in high and low achieving schools are significantly greater than those in 
moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 5 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' perceptions of active parental involvement. 
The test for Hypothesis 6 indicated diat there are significant differences in the 
means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on parents' perceptions of 
active parental involvement. Parents in the high and low achieving schools have the 
higher, more favorable perceptions on this hypothesis. The perceptions of parents in 
high and low achieving schools are significantly greater than those in moderate 
achieving schools. Hypothesis 6 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents’ perceptions of effective schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 7 indicated that there are significant differences in the 
means of high, moderate, and low achieving schools in parents' perceptions of effec¬ 
tive schools. The higher, more favorable perceptions can be observed in the high and 
low achieving middle schools. The perceptions of parents in high and low achieving 
schools are significantly greater than those in the moderate achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 7 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators’ perceptions of the principal’s strong 
instructional leadership. 
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The test for Hypothesis 8 indicated that there are significant differences in the 
means of high, moderate, and low achieving schools in the educators' perceptions of 
the principal’s strong instructional leadership. The higher, more favorable perceptions 
on this hypothesis can be seen in the high and low achieving schools. The perceptions 
of educators in high and low achieving middle schools are significantly greater than 
those in moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 8 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of setting high expectations. 
The test for Hypothesis 9 also indicates that there are significant differences 
in the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in educators’ per¬ 
ceptions of setting high expectations. The higher, more favorable perceptions can be 
seen in the high and low achieving schools. Educators' perceptions in high and low 
achieving schools are significantly greater than those in moderate achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 9 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of a safe and orderly class and 
school environment. 
The test for Hypothesis 10 indicated that there are significant differences in 
the means of the high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on educators’ per¬ 
ceptions of a safe and orderly class and school environment. Educators in the high and 
low achieving middle schools have the higher, more favorable perceptions. The 
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perceptions of the educators in the high and low achieving schools are significantly 
greater than are those in the moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 10 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of emphasis on teaching basic 
skills. 
The test for Hypothesis 11 indicated that there are significant differences in 
the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools on educators' 
perceptions of emphasis on teaching basic skills. The higher, more favorable 
perceptions can be seen in the high and low achieving schools. Educators' perceptions 
in high and low achieving schools are significantly greater than those in the moderate 
achieving schools. Hypothesis 11 is rejected 
Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of frequent evaluations and 
ongoing monitoring of pupil progress. 
The test for Hypothesis 12 indicated that there are significant differences in 
the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in educators' 
perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil; progress. The 
higher, more favorable perceptions can be seen in the high and low achieving schools. 
The perceptions of educators in high and low achieving middle schools are signifi¬ 
cantly greater than they are in moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 12 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 13. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of active parental involvement. 
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The test for Hypothesis 13 indicated that there are significant differences in 
the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in educators’ percep¬ 
tions of active parental involvement. The higher, more favorable perceptions can be 
seen in the high and low achieving school. Educators' perceptions in high and low 
achieving schools are significantly greater than in moderate achieving schools. 
Hypothesis 13 is rejected. 
Hypothesis 14. There is no significance difference among high, moderate, 
and low achieving middle schools in educators' perceptions of effective schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 14 indicated that there are significant differences in 
the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in educators' percep¬ 
tions of effective schools. The higher, more favorable perceptions can be seen in high 
and low achieving school. Educators' perceptions in high and low achieving schools 
are significantly greater than those in moderate achieving schools. Hypothesis 14 is 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of the principal's strong instructional leadership in effective 
schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 15 indicated that there are no significant differences 
in the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools between parents' 
and educators’ perceptions of the principal's strong instructional leadership. The F 
ratio and the mean of the two-way interactions indicated that there are no interactions 
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of significant difference between parents and educators in the three types of schools on 
this construct. Hypothesis 15 is accepted. 
Hypothesis 16. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of setting high expectations in effective schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 16 indicated that there are no significant differences 
in the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools between parents' 
and educators' perceptions of setting high expectations. The F ratio and means of the 
two-way interactions indicated that there are no interactions of significant difference 
between parents and educators on this construct. Hypothesis 16 is accepted. 
Hypothesis 17. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil 
progress in effective schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 17 indicated that there are no significant differences 
in the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools in the parents' and 
educators' perceptions of frequent evaluations and ongoing monitoring of pupil 
progress. The F ratio and mean of the two-way interactions indicated that there are no 
interactions of significant difference between parents and educators in the three types 
of schools on this construct. Hypothesis. 17 is accepted. 
Hypothesis 18. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of a safe, orderly school and class environment in effective 
schools. 
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The test for Hypothesis 18 indicated that there are no significant differences 
in the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools between parents’ 
and educators' perceptions of a safe, orderly school and class environment. The F 
ratio and mean for the two-way interactions indicated that there are no interactions of 
significant difference between parents and educators on this construct. Hypothesis 18 
is accepted. 
Hypothesis 19. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of the teaching of basic skills in effective schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 19 indicated that there are no significant differences 
in the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools between parents' 
and educators' perceptions of the teaching of basic skills. The F ratio and mean of the 
two-way interactions indicated that there were no interactions of significant difference 
between parents and educators on this construct. Hypothesis 19 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 20. There is no significant difference between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of active parental involvement in effective schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 20 indicated that there is no significant difference in 
the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of active parental involvement. The F ratio and mean for the 
two-way interactions indicated that there are no interactions of significant difference 
between parents and educators in the three school types on this construct. Hypothesis 
20 was accepted. 
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Hypothesis 21. There is no significant difference among high, moderate, and 
low achieving middle schools in parents' and educators' perceptions of effective 
schools. 
The test for Hypothesis 21 indicated that there is no significant difference in 
the means of high, moderate, and low achieving middle schools between parents' and 
educators' perceptions of effective schools. The F ratio and mean of the two-way 
interactions indicated that there are no interactions of significant difference between 
parents and educators in the three types of schools on this construct. Hypothesis 21 is 
accepted. 
Conclusions 
Several conclusions can be drawn based upon the findings from the twenty- 
one hypotheses that are a part of this study. The reader can clearly see the perceptions 
that parents and educators in a large urban city have of elements that could possibly 
affect the achievement of their children and students. In order for the researcher to 
gain information on different types of schools, reading scores were used to identify the 
schools as high achieving, moderate achieving, and low achieving schools. 
Of the seven hypotheses that dealt with the perceptions of parents on the 
elements which might make schools effective, it was found that in all seven instances 
there was a significant difference among high, moderate, and low achieving schools in 
parents' perceptions of the following dependent variables: strong instructional 
leadership, high expectations for students' performance, safe and orderly class and 
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school environment, emphasis on teaching basic skills, frequent evaluations and 
ongoing monitoring of pupil progress, active parental involvement, and total percep¬ 
tions of effective schools. The more favorable perceptions were seen in the high and 
low achieving schools. Parents in the moderate achieving schools in all seven 
dimensions scored the items on O’Neal's ESC I in the lowest range. 
Although the literature shows that the dependent variables must be present in 
schools if students are to achieve and if schools are to be considered effective 
(Brookover and Lezotte 1979, 1982; Conley 1993; Edmonds 1979, 1982; Gandal 
1995; U.S. Department of Education 1999), it can be seen from the results of this 
study that parents perceive the presence of these variables as differing significantly 
from school to school. This may account for the consistently poor test scores that are 
received by this school district. 
In referring to the interpretations of the means for each of the dimensions, the 
researcher discovered that the majority of the respondents answered Frequently to 
most of the questions that were a pan of each dimension. On Hypothesis 3, which 
dealt with parents' perceptions of a safe and orderly class and school environment, 
and on Hypothesis 6, which tested the perceptions of parents on parental involvement 
in the schools, parents in the moderate achieving schools scored most of the items in 
these categories as Rarely. 
It is very important to note that many of the items under the category of a 
safe and orderly class and school environment may not have been rated very highly 
because this is an area that is of major concern in our country today and can have a 
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major impact on the achievement of students. According to Williamson and Johnston 
(1999), 90 percent of parents feel that their children are safe at school but have 
concerns about some aspects of student behavior. They believe schools tolerate too 
much rudeness and incivility. Many parents feel that appropriate standards of behavior 
are neither modeled nor monitored (Williamson and Johnston 1999). The data shows 
that school discipline is everybody's problem. Schools from east to west, north to 
south; schools in cities, suburbs, and rural areas; and schools serving students from all 
racial/ethnic background experience problems with student behavior. Moreover, these 
problems are more than a security and safety problem; they are critical factors in 
student academic achievement (Barton, Coley, and Wenglinsky 1998). Without order 
in our classrooms, teachers can't teach and students can't learn. 
Parental involvement is very important toward ensuring that student 
achievement occurs effectively in schools, especially among students in the middle, 
the so-called average kids who do not qualify for enrichment programs, special 
tutoring, or individualized education plans (Fletcher 1998). On this dimension, parents 
in the moderate achieving schools answered most of the items under active parental 
involvement as Rarely, whereas parents in high achieving and low achieving schools 
answered the items in the Frequently category. Although the majority of parents in the 
high and low achieving schools answered Frequently on most of the items, the mean 
scores were still at the lower end of the scale, which means that parents do not 
necessarily feel that they are as involved as they should be in their children's 
education. 
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The next seven hypotheses (Hypotheses 8-14) involved the educators' 
responses to the Effective School Climate Inventory. All seven of these hypotheses 
were rejected, which indicates that there is a significant difference among high, 
moderate, and low achieving schools in educators' perceptions of the presence of the 
dependent variables in the eight schools which were a pan of this study. The higher, 
more favorable perceptions in each instance were seen in the high and low achieving 
schools. Once again, as with the parents' responses, the lower responses from all 
dimensions came in the areas of a safe and orderly class and school environment and 
in active parental involvement. 
The last seven hypotheses (Hypotheses 15-21) show an analysis of variance 
by school achievement level on each of the constructs that were used in this study, and 
one notes that all of these hypotheses were accepted. On these hypotheses, the 
researcher used a two-way ANOVA as the statistical procedure to determine if there 
were any interactions at all, on any of the constructs, between parents and educators 
in the three types of schools that were a part of the study. The results of the statistical 
procedure indicated that there were no interactions between parents and educators on 
the seven constructs which make up this study. All hypotheses were accepted. There 
were found to be no significant differences in high, moderate, and low achieving 
middle schools on any of the constructs that were a part of the study. This appears to 
mean that both parents and educators believe, to the same degree, that these dimen¬ 
sions are present in their schools. 
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Implications 
When observing the findings of this study, it appears that a great deal of 
thought and further study need to be done to determine the true factors which are 
necessary to ensure that successful achievement occurs in schools in large urban cities. 
Although Edmonds (1979, 1982) stated that all of the effective school correlates must 
be present in a school, at the same time, if students within the school are going to 
make successful achievement, he did not make it clear as to what extent the correlates 
should be present nor did he distinctly clarify whether or not other factors might 
possibly have some effect on the amount of achievement that is made. 
Observing the results of the first seven hypotheses, which dealt with the 
perceptions of the parents from the high, moderate, and low achieving schools, the 
researcher realizes that all parents perceive the seven dependent variables as being 
present in their schools, and they all agree that they are effective ones. The higher, 
more favorable perceptions were seen in the high and low achieving schools. If this is 
the case, then, based upon the research of Edmonds (1979, 1989) and Brookover et al. 
(1982), the students in these schools should be performing at the maximum achieve¬ 
ment level. The eight middle schools that are a part of this study should have some of 
the highest test scores in the metropolitan area. This, however, is not in the least bit 
accurate and, therefore, to a certain extent, appears to negate the present-day infor¬ 
mation upon which a great deal of school reform is based. This research states that if 
variables such as strong instructional leadership, high expectations, safe and orderly 
school and class environment, emphasis on teaching basic skills, frequent evaluations 
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and ongoing monitoring of pupil progress, and active parental involvement are present 
in schools, these schools should be showing amazing achievement. We have a situa¬ 
tion here, however, where these variables are present to a great extent, but acceptable 
achievement is not being made based upon local, state, and national standards. We 
also have a situation of two extremes. The effective school correlates are present in 
both the high and the low achieving schools, but students in the low achieving schools 
are still not making successful gains. Therefore, we need to explore why this condi¬ 
tion is happening and try to determine what can be done to alleviate it. 
One possibility that might explain the inadequate improvement that is made 
by moderate achieving schools could be the fact that very little emphasis is placed on 
these schools. In most school systems, as in this one, the major effort toward school 
improvement is placed on the high and the low achieving schools. Persons who are in 
central office positions in schools systems always work to ensure that students in high 
achieving schools continue to achieve on a high level. On the other end, central office 
personnel are constantly searching for ways to improve those schools that score at the 
lowest end of the scale. Additional money and personnel are placed in low achieving 
schools in order to get them to show some type of improvement. Very little help is 
given to schools that are in the middle, and this might account for the reason those 
parents and educators in those schools are not as concerned about school reform as it 
relates to their schools. 
Another possibility that might account for the results of this study is that 
some other variables may have accounted for the success that was witnessed by 
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Edmonds and other researchers (e.g., Brookover, Lezotte, Weber) during the 1970s 
and 1980s. Perhaps, by the mere fact that a school is in existence, there will be 
certain characteristics that will exhibit themselves, such as the effective school 
correlates tested in this study. These correlates, however, may not have any significant 
effect on the achievement that is made by the students within the school. This can be 
seen in the fact that both parents and educators in the high and the low achieving 
schools perceive that these correlates are present within their schools to a very high 
extent. Yet, the low achieving middle schools remain low and are unable to move 
anywhere close to the 50th percentile ranking on standardized test scores. We also see 
that in the moderate achieving schools, where both parents and educators perceive that 
these correlates are not highly present within their schools, improvement is still being 
made, although it is to a very limited extent. According to ITBS scores, in the 
moderate achieving schools there has been a consistent gain of one to two percentile 
points for the last two years. Although this gain has been made for the last two years, 
there is still an indication that there are problems in these schools, because there is 
also a consistent decrease in test scores after a period of time. 
Another possibility that might explain why the effective school correlates 
which caused achievement gains in schools during the 1970s and 1980s are not 
presenting the same type of success today is that students are not actually being 
challenged to the same extent that they were two decades ago. According to Ann Freel 
(1998) in the article "Achievement in Urban Schools: What Makes the Difference?", 
achievement among low-income students, minority students, and the schools that 
served them improved dramatically between 1970 and 1988. Beginning in 1988. 
though, that progress stopped dead in its tracks. Facts suggest that we are taking kids 
who enter school with less, and we are systematically giving them less in school. 
Freel further stated that we do this in three devastating ways: 
First, we teach different kids different things. Poor, minority kids are 
often separated early on from other kids, either in separate schools or on 
separate tracks, and are. systematically, taught less. They get less rigorous 
curricular from elementary through high school. In high school, poor 
minority kids are much less likely to be placed into the college prep track 
and much more likely to be placed in either general or vocational tracks 
than are white and Asian kids. As a result, they take fewer of the more 
rigorous courses that lead to better performance on standardized tests and 
mastery of higher level content and skills. 
Second, we invest less in instructional resources, meaning teachers 
who are well-educated in the subjects they teach and who believe that kids 
can learn, and in instructional materials and equipment, like textbooks and 
science equipment. 
Third and most devastating, we expect more of some kids than of 
others. Kids in urban schools are asked to do much less school work than 
kids in the suburbs (Freel 1998, 17-22). 
Mano Singham (1998) believed that there is an ethnic educational 
achievement gap, and regardless of the economic status of blacks or of the educational 
opportunities that they may have, there will always be significant gaps between the 
academic performance of blacks and whites. This gap is a well studied and a well- 
established fact. Regardless of any measure that is used (the famous fifteen-point 
average IQ gap between blacks and whites sensationalized by The Bell Curve. SAT 
scores, college and high school grade-point averages, graduation and dropout rates), 
black students nationwide do not perform as well as whites (Singham 1998). Singham 
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went on to say that while this phenomenon is indisputable, there is no clear consensus 
on the causes. 
As we look at the results of the testing between the parents and educators in 
high, moderate, and low achieving schools, a two-way ANOVA was used to observe 
the interaction between parents and educators in these schools on the seven variables 
that make up Hypotheses 15-21. The results of the two-way ANOVA indicated, how¬ 
ever, that there were no interactions between the respondents on these hypotheses. 
Both parents and educators in all three types of schools felt basically the same about 
the presence of each of the correlates in their buildings. Hypotheses 15-21 were 
accepted. There were no significant differences found between parents and educators 
on any of the seven variables tested in these hypotheses. 
Because of the results of the two-way ANOVA, another implication of this 
study is that parents and educators appear to be more congruent on school issues than 
one might have previously believed. The results of this statistical analysis are 
noteworthy, because recent research is showing that many schools are unsuccessful 
because educators and parents are far apart in their beliefs about the way that schools 
should be run. Research indicates that parents feel quite unwelcome in their children's 
schools because educators are unkind and not responsive to them. Susan Black made 
the following statement in an article entitled "Parent Support": "In some schools the 
parent involvement wave seems to have reached its crest and is beginning to break. 
Many schools are learning that parent involvement might be good in theory, but it's 
often less than perfect in practice." The article further states as to how one rural 
school district is handling parental involvement: 
Administrators and teachers trust parents to have the knowledge and 
wisdom to help solve children's problems, and parents trust teachers and 
other staff members to care about their child and make sound professional 
judgments. Without a plan that includes a definition, specific goals, and 
research-based practices, the result can be parent inference--not parent 
involvement. 
Although there appears to be a continued disparity between the beliefs 
of parents and educators on how schools should be managed, this study 
indicates that the ideas of both parents and educators are closely related. 
Both groups need to come to the table more frequently to discuss school 
issues rather than be critical of each other. 
A possible reason for the congruity by parents and educators, in this 
study, is that the correlates of effective schools are actually present in their 
schools, but the desired results have not been achieved as of yet. It could 
also be that they have heard about the need for the presence of the corre¬ 
lates so often until they actually believe that the correlates are a part of 
their schools' environments. Regardless of the reasons, it is worthwhile to 
make the results of this study known to all parties concerned (Black 1998, 
50-53). 
Recommendations 
Based upon the findings of this study, the following recommendations are 
offered as possible solutions to the problems of factors that might possibly influence 
effective middle schools: 
1. This study should be replicated using elementary and high schools in order 
to determine whether or not the same or similar results are present within those 
schools. One should be checking to see if the effective school correlates that are a part 
of this study are also a part of other school levels and what type of achievement is 
occurring within those schools. It is this researcher's belief that regardless of the 
achievement level that is a part of those schools, the perceptions of parents and 
educators will be that the effective school correlates are highly present within their 
schools. 
2. It should not be assumed by educators, parents, and the community that 
the presence of the effective school correlates in their schools will cause the students 
to make significant achievement. 
3. A qualitative study should be done using the same hypotheses that are a 
part of this study for the purpose of determining if a closer relationship can be seen 
between the dependent and independent variables presented in this paper. A qualitative 
study would enable the researcher to have direct contact and close interview sessions 
with the respondents which will give the researcher an opportunity to ask questions 
that will give further information on each item in the dimensions. 
4. A very serious study needs to be done in the moderate achieving schools to 
determine why the perceptions of parents and educators toward the presence of the 
variables in their schools are at such a low rate as compared to the high and low 
achieving schools. It appears that apathy has become a major player in these schools. 
5. A very serious study should also be done within the low achieving schools 
to determine why the students in these schools do not make successful gains on a 
regular basis. The results of this study show that both educators and parents believe 
that the effective school correlates are present within their schools and to a very high 
degree. Parents and educators appear to have a great deal of pride in their schools. 
However, year after year, the students in these schools remain on the lowest end of 
the achievement scale. Reasons for continued failure need to be ascertained. 
6. A study of high achieving schools needs to be done to determine the 
reasons for continued success in these schools. One must not assume that these schools 
have only high achieving students, because this is not a true fact. These schools also 
have low income and minority students, and they do not receive, in most instances, 
the same funds that are in low achieving schools. Low achieving schools receive 
special subsidies that are not a part of the budget of high achieving schools. 
7. Central office personnel should monitor moderate achieving middle 
schools on a monthly basis in order to ensure that continuous improvement takes 
place. 
8. Continued support should be given to high and low achieving middle 
schools in order for improvements to continue. 
9. Moderate achieving schools administrative teams should be given profes¬ 
sional development courses on how to motivate their faculties. 
10. Moderate achieving schools’ personnel should take courses on how to 
achieve high expectations in their schools and in the classroom. 
Summary 
This chapter has briefly tried to bring closure to and make sense of the entire 
study. It has presented the findings that were indicated by the null hypotheses, and 
these findings were interpreted and conclusions were drawn. Implications have also 
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been given which might have a major impact on school improvement. Finally, a list of 
recommendations based on the findings of the study was given. 
APPENDIX A 
ELEMENTS OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS 
1. Exemplify Strong Instructional Leadership 
2. Set High Expectations for Student Performance 
3. Promote an Orderly and Safe School Environment 
4. Place Strong Emphasis on Teaching the Basic Skills 
5. Promote Frequent Evaluations and Ongoing Monitoring of Pupil Progress 
6. Promote Active Parental Involvement 
7. romote Effective Schools 
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APPENDIX B 
O'NEAL'S EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS CLIMATE INVENTORY FOR EDUCATORS 
DIRECTIONS: Read each item on the O'Neal ESCI carefully. Mark the response that 





1. Professional personnel feel ownership in the school’s mission 
and goals. 
2. At the initiative of leadership personnel, the teachers in the 
school work together to coordinate the instructional program 
within and across grades. 
3. Leadership personnel in the school lead formal discussions 
concerning instruction and student achievement. 
4. Parents are informed of policies and procedures of the school. 
5. Leadership personnel assume the responsibility of achieving 
school goals and objectives. 
6. The school's instructional goals and objectives are communi¬ 
cated to staff. 
7. Professional personnel have provided input in the school’s 
mission and goals. 
8. Teachers are actively involved in school decision-making 
processes. 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
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9. Leadership personnel assume the responsibility for improvement 
in the sch l. 1 2 3 
10. Leadership personnel minimize the number of non-instructional 
interruptions in classrooms. 1 2 3 
11. Supervision is focused on instructional improvement. 1 2 3 
12. Assignments are planned to provide students with opportunities 
for succ ss. 1 2 3 
13. High expectations for success are communicated to staff. 1 2 3 
14. High expectations for success are communicated to students. 1 2 3 
15. Expectations for professional personnel are consistent with 
the goals and objectives of the school. 1 2 3 
16. The school building is comfortable. 1 2 3 
17. Students exhibit school spirit. 12 3 
18. Teachers minimize the number of non-instructional interruptions 
in the classroom. 1 2 3 
19. The school building and campus are well-maintained and clean. 1 2 3 
20. Teachers and leadership personnel together assume respon¬ 
sibility for discipline. 1 2 3 
21. School discipline policies and procedures are administered 
firmly, fairly, and consistently. 1 2 3 
22. Professional personnel believe that all students in the 
school can master basic skills as a result of the 
instructional program. 1 2 3 
23. Parent-teacher conferences focus on student achievement in 
the basic skills. 12 3 
24. Students who do not master basic skills are remediated. 1 2 3 


















26. Homework relates to instructional objectives. 
27. Analyses of test data are used in planning modifications 
to the school instructional program. 
28. Teachers use multiple assessment methods to monitor student 
progress on instructional objectives. 
29. Teachers use data from formal and informal assessments to plan 
appropriate instruction for students in their classrooms. 
30. Instructional objectives are sequenced across grade levels. 
31. Parents rate the school as effective. 
32. Parents are involved in the activities of the school. 
33. Other than parent conferences and report cards, the school 
has formal methods to communicate regularly with parents. 
34. Parents are supportive of the school's instructional 
programs. 
35. Parents visit the school frequently. 
APPENDIX C 
O’NEAL’S EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS CLIMATE INVENTORY FOR PARENTS 
DIRECTIONS: Read each item on the O'Neal ESCI carefully. Mark the response that 





1. My child’s teachers and principal show ownership in the school’s 
mission and goal . 12 3 4 
2. My child’s principal helps teachers in the school work together 
to coordinate the instructional program within and across grades. 12 3 4 
3. My child's principal leads formal discussions concerning 
instruction and student achievement. 12 3 4 
4. Parents are informed of policies and procedures of the school. 12 3 4 
5. My child’s principal assumes the responsibility of achieving 
school goals and objectives. 12 3 4 
6. The school’s instructional goals and objectives are communi¬ 
cated to t ff. 12 3 4 
7. My child's principal gives support and ideas toward forming 
the school’s mission and g als. 12 3 4 
8. Teachers are actively involved in school decision-making 
processes. 1234 
9. My child's principal assumes the responsibility for improve¬ 
ment in the sc l. 12 3 4 
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10. My child's principal works to decrease the number of non- 
instructional interruptions in classrooms. 
11. Supervision is focused on instructional improvement. 
12. Assignments are planned to provide students with opportunities 
for success. 
13. High expectations for success are communicated to staff. 
14. High expectations for success are communicated to students. 
15. Expectations for professional personnel are consistent with 
the goals and objectives of the school. 
16. The school building is comfortable. 
17. Students exhibit school spirit. 
18. Teachers minimize the number of non-instructional interrup¬ 
tions in the classroom. 
19. The school building and campus are well-maintained and clean. 
20. Teachers and leadership personnel together assume respon¬ 
sibility for discipline. 
21. School discipline policies and procedures are administered 
firmly, fairly, and consistently. 
22. Professional personnel believe that all students in the 
school can master basic skills as a result of the 
instructional program. 
23. Teachers are accountable for students mastering all basic 
skills at the grade level. 
24. Students who do not master basic skills are remediated. 
25. Student accomplishments are recognized formally and informally. 
26. Homework relates to instructional objectives. 
27. Analyses of test data are used in planning modifications to 
the school instructional program. 
28. Teachers use multiple assessment methods to monitor student 
progress on instructional objectives. 
29. Teachers use data from formal and informal assessments to plan 
appropriate instruction for students in their classrooms. 
30. Instructional objectives are sequenced across grade levels. 
31. Parents rate the school as effective. 
32. Parents are involved in the activities of the school. 
33. Other than parent conferences and report cards, the school 
has formal methods to communicate regularly with parents. 
34. Parents are supportive of the school’s instructional programs. 
35. Parents visit the school frequently. 
APPENDIX D 
LETTER TO PARENTS 
School of Education 
Clark Atlanta University 
Atlanta, Georgia 30314 
Dear Parent, 
I am an instructional specialist within the Atlanta Public School System and a 
student at Clark Atlanta University, Atlanta, Georgia, who is doing research on the 
perceptions of educators and parents on the elements of effective schools. The results 
of this research can contribute greatly to the knowledge base of educational leadership 
and to the daily implementation of a school's curriculum and instruction. I am 
completely committed to the continued improvement of education in our country, our 
state, and, more specifically, in our great school system. In order for this to occur, I 
am firmly committed to the belief that our educators and parents are among the major 
ones who can make a difference in preparing our students to meet the role that they 
will play in the new millennium. 
You can play an important part in providing vital information on this topic by 
completing the attached inventory. Your responses will be held in strict confidence 
and will be used only for the purpose of this study. I humbly request that you 
complete the inventory and return it to the office at your earliest convenience. Thanks 
so very much for your anticipated participation and cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Mrs. Flora W. Goolsby 
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APPENDIX E 
O’NEAL’S EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS CLIMATE INVENTORY FOR EDUCATORS (ESCI) 
Number and Percentage of Teachers for Each Response 
ESCI Item 
Never Rarely Frequently Always No Response 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Professional personnel feel ownership in the 
school’s missions and goals. 
5 3.9 36 28.3 59 46.5 26 20.5 1 0.8 
At the initiative of leadership personnel, the 
teachers in the school work together to 
coordinate the instructional program within 
and across grades. 
10 7.9 23 18.1 69 54.3 25 19.7 0 0.0 
Leadership personnel in the school lead formal 
discussions concerning instruction and student 
achievement. 
4 3.1 19 15.0 60 47.2 44 34.6 0 0.0 
Parents are informed of policies and pro¬ 
cedures of the school. 
4 3.1 12 9.4 38 29.9 73 57.5 0 0.0 
Leadership personnel assumes the 
responsibility of achieving school goals and 





6. The school’s instructional goals and objec¬ 
tives are communicated to the staff. 
2 1.6 
7. Professional personnel have provided input 
in the school’s mission and goals. 
9 7.1 
8. Teachers are actively involved in school 
decision-making process. 
12 9.4 
9. Leadership personnel assume the respon¬ 
sibility for improvement in the school. 
3 2.4 
10. Leadership personnel minimize the number 
of non-instructional interruptions in 
classrooms. 
5 3.9 
11. Supervision is focused on instructional 
improvement. 
1 0.8 
12. Assignments are planned to provide students 
with opportunities for success. 
2 1.6 
13. High expectations for success are communi¬ 
cated to staff. 
3 2.4 
Rarely Frequently Always No Response 
n % n % n % n % 
7 5.5 42 33.1 74 58.3 2 1.6 
16 12.6 64 50.4 38 29.9 0 0.0 
23 18.1 74 58.3 17 13.4 1 0.8 
17 13.4 65 51.2 40 31.5 2 1.6 
29 22.8 62 48.8 31 24.4 0 0.0 
10 7.9 66 52.0 48 37.8 2 1.6 
6 4.7 54 42.5 64 5.4 1 0.8 






14. High expectations for success are communi- 2 1.6 
cated to students. 
15. Expectations for professional development 3 2.4 
are consistent with the goals and objectives 
of the school. 
16. The school building is comfortable. 13 10.2 
17. Students exhibit school spirit. 8 6.3 
18. Teachers minimize the number of non- 3 2.4 
instructional interruptions in the class¬ 
room. 
19. The school building and campus are well- 12 9.4 
maintained and clean. 
20. Teachers and leadership personnel together 8 6.3 
assume responsibility for discipline. 
21. School discipline and procedures are admin- 11 6.7 
istered fairly, firmly, and consistently. 
Rarely Frequently Always No Response 
n % n % n % n % 
5 3.9 59 46.5 61 48.0 0 0.0 
11 8.7 53 41.7 58 45.7 2 1.6 
38 29.9 63 49.6 13 10.2 0 0.0 
35 27.6 65 51.2 19 15.0 0 0.0 
16 12.6 72 56.7 34 26.8 2 1.6 
32 25.2 52 40.9 31 24.4 0 0.0 
25 19.7 62 48 8 32 25.2 0 0.0 
34 26.8 64 50.4 17 13.4 1 0.8 
ON 
Never 
ESCI tem n % 
22. Professional personnel believe that all 3 2.4 
students in the school can master basic 
skills as a result of the instructional 
program. 
23. Parent-teacher conferences focus on student 4 3.1 
achievement in the basic skills. 
24. Students who do not master basic skills are 6 4.7 
remediated. 
25. Student accomplishments are recognized 2 1.6 
formally and informally. 
26. Homework relates to instructional objectives. 2 1.6 
27. Analysis of test data is used in planning 3 2.4 
modifications to the school instructional 
program. 
28. Teachers use multiple assessment methods to 2 1.6 
monitor student progress on instructional 
objectives. 
Rarely Frequently Always No Response 
n % n % ü % n % 
17 13.4 55 43.3 50 39.4 2 1.6 
16 12.6 58 45.7 47 37.0 2 1.6 
18 14.2 72 56.7 28 22.0 3 2.4 
14 11.0 62 48.8 48 37.8 1 0.8 
7 5.5 55 43.3 63 49.6 0 0.0 
13 10.2 67 52.8 43 33.9 1 0.8 
17 13.4 67 52.8 40 31.5 1 0.8 
Never Rarely Frequently Always No Response 
ESCI Item n % n % n % n % n % 
29. Teachers use data from formal and informal 
assessments to plan appropriate instruction 
for students in their classroom. 
3 2.4 12 9.4 69 54.3 43 33.9 0 0.0 
30. Instructional objectives are sequenced across 
grade levels. 
2 1.6 17 13.4 67 52.8 40 31.5 l 0.8 
31. Parents rate the school as effective. 7 5.5 24 18.9 74 58.3 19 15.0 0 0.0 
32. Parents are involved in the activities of the 
school. 
9 7.1 36 28.3 54 42.5 27 21.3 l 0.8 
33. Other than parent conferences and report 
cards, the school has formal methods to 
communicate regularly with parents. 
7 5.5 22 17.3 60 47.2 38 29.9 0 0.0 
34. Parents are supportive of the school’s 
instructional programs. 
8 6.3 28 22.0 60 47.2 29 22.8 2 1.6 
35. Parents visit the school frequently. 11 8.7 35 27.6 54 42.5 26 20.5 1 0.8 
APPENDIX F 
INTERPRETATION OF THE MEANS 
1. 3.51-4.00 = Always 
2. 2.51-3.50 = Frequently 
3. 1.51-2.50 = Rarely 
4. 1.00-1.50 = Never 
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